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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Joyce and the Lord Chief Justice will be the 
Vacation Judges during the ensuing Long Vacation ; Mr. Justice 
Joyce taking the first part, and the Lord Chief Justice the 
second part, of the vacation. 





Ar THE annual meeting of the Land Law Reform Association, 
held on the 25th instant, Sir Watrer Fosrzr, M.P., in the 
chair, a resolution, moved by Mr. J. 8. Rusrnsrzrn and seconded 
by Mr. Joun Lewis, was carried unanimously in favour of an 
inquiry being held into the working of the system of compulsory 
registration in the County of London during the experimental 
period of three years, which period expires next month. 





Ir witt BE observed, from the list of nominations for the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, that two members of 
Council of long standing—Mr. Saunpers and Mr. Kzzn—do 
not offer themselves for re-election. We believe that Mr. 
Saunpers, who was president of the society in 1884-5, was the 
first country member to be elected to that office. Mr. Kzzn’s 
presidency in 1889-90 will be remembered for his vigorous 
advocacy of a representation of solicitors on the Rule Committee. 
To both of these gentlemen much gratitude is due for their 
services. We ought to add also that Mr. Exvert, the retiring 
president, deserves the — thanks of the society for the 
courage, firmness, and skill with which, during a year of 
unprecedented anxiety and trouble, he has fulfilled his duties. 
We hope that at the forthcoming meeting someone will be 
found to express the sense entertained by the members of his 
services. They must have been uncommonly trying, but we can 
hardly believe that they have resulted in the strange changes 
depicted in a so-called portrait of him which recently appeared 
in a daily illustrated paper. Worry and anxiety do not usually 
turn ascetic features into a broadly jovial countenance, an 
extensive double chin, and a peculiarly rubicund nose, The 
artist must have been deceived by some practical joker. 





For THE three vacancies on the Council there are three 
candidates, nominated by members of the Council and others 
—Mr. Cnarizs Onxston, of the firm of Cheston & Sons; Mr. 
Writs Jonn Humrrys, of Hereford; and Mr. Cnanres E. 
Maruews, of Birmingham; while there are nominated, prac- 
tically by one group of nominators, no fewer than six 
candidates—Mr. W. Arxinson, of Newcastle-on-Tyne; Mr. 
H. L. Carrer, of Carnarvon ; Mr. A. H,. Hastts, of 65, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields ; Mr. E. P. W. Huauss, of East Grinstead ; Mr. E. 0. 
Laneuam, of Eastbourne ; and Mr. F. M. Vouxss, of 84, Bishops- 
gate-street Within. in addition, Mr. Harvey Cuirron is 
nominated by a large number of London and country solicitors. 
Hence the seats of some of the old members of the Council are 
attacked. A lively contest may be ex , but we may be 
allowed to express a hope that systematic canvassing for votes 
will be discouraged. @ couu..y members of the society now 
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considerably outnumber the town members. 
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Tue Supreme Court of Judicature (Appeals) Bill has been 
read a second time in the House of Lords, but neither the Lord 
Chancellor nor the Lord Chief Justice, who have spoken on it, 
have thrown any light upon the mode in which the proposed 
third branch of the Court of Appeal is to be constituted. In 
committee some discussion took place on the proposal to stop 
appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, from 
going to the House of Lords, and the Lord Chancellor shewed 
himself by no means averse to preserve the jurisdiction if he 
received any encouragement, But either he or the reporter of 
his speech seem to have been in error in quoting the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1900, as a precedent for the proposed 
change. The Act extended the Act of 1897 to agricultural 
labourers, but it contains no provision preventing a claim in 
such a case being taken to the House of Lords. However, the 
past policy of the Legislature in this respect is not very material. 
Hitherto the appeals to the House of Lords have served the 
useful purpose of broadening the construction placed upon the 
Act by the Court of Appeal, and in deciding whether this 
jurisdiction should be preserved it is not altogether pertinent to 
say that cases under the Act involve only small amounts. The 
amount involved in particular cases may be small, but the 
principles at stake affect very considerable interests. 





THE REAL question with respect to any proposal for giving 
the King’s Bench Division the final decision upon cases arising 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts is the nature of the 
court to which such cases are to be referred, and upon this point 
Lord AtversToNE made an important announcement in the 
debate on the second reading of the Bill. It has been 
frequently objected to Divisional Courts that they are continually 
varying in constitution and that they are irregular in their 
sittings. The proposal put forward by the Lord Chief Justice 
is that there shall be a special court consisting of three judges, 
and that its constitution shall be fixed for six months. When it 
changes it will be by the change of only one judge 
at a time. That it will be always available for work is 
perhaps too much to expect as things are at present. But it 
would doubtless sit as continuously as possible, and the Lord 
Chief Justice anticipates that it would lead to uniformity of 
decision, and also to the speedier despatch of business. He 
urges further that the transfer by the Judicature Act, 1894, of 
appeals on matters of practice to the Oourt of Appeal was a 
step in the wrong direction, and that the result has been to 
block that court without any corresponding advantage. The 
obvious comment upon all this is that it is simply playing at 
rearranging the judges. The permanent divisional court of 
three judges which Lord AtversTone wishes to establish is in 
effect a third Court of Appeal, but the Bill makes no provision 
for the judges necessary to establish such a court, whether it 
be called a King’s Bench Divisional Court or a third branch of 
the Court of Appeal. We have every sympathy with Lord 
ALVERSTONE’S desire to improve the conduct of business in the 
King’s Bench Division, and to check the multiplication of 
appeals; but the present Bill seems to have been launched 
——— due consideration of the judicial material actually 
avaliad:e, 





In connection with the charge of bigamy which has been 
made against Earl Russzx1, his counsel made an extraordinary 
application to the Recorder on Monday last at the Central 
Criminal Court. He asked the learned judge to order that a 
bill of indictment, which was about to be preferred against the 
earl, should not be preferred at the present sessions, and that 
the recognizances of the witnesses and of the defendant 
should be enlarged until next sessions. Probably such 
an application has never before been made in an assize 
court. At common law everyone has a right to prefer a 
bill of indictment against any person before a grand jury. This 
right has been modified in the case of certain offences by the 
Vexatious Indictments Act, 1859. That Act, however, does not 
in any way affect the procedure in the case of bigamy or any 
other felony. So that by common law a bill for bigamy might 
have been preferred before the grand jury by any person, and 
the Recorder would have been acting contrary to law if he had 





attempted to stop that person from so doing. Of course, ifa 
person does prefer a bill before a grand jury, he must be prepared 
with evidence to support it, and unless witnesses have been bound 
over to appear, there is no legal machinery by which he can get 
them before the grand jury. The judge who presides over a 
court of assize has, no doubt, power to enlarge the recogniz- 
ances of the witnesses. If he did so before a bill was found 
this would indirectly prevent a bill from being preferred. This, 
however, is hardly ever done before a bill is found, and then 
always on the application of the Crown. For the prisoner to 
make such an application is probably unheard of. After a bill 
has been found, it is most common for a prisoner to ask fora 
postponement of the trial. If this application is granted, then 
the recognizances of the witnesses are enlarged to the next 
assizes, as a matter of course. But before a bill of indictment is 
found against an accused person, it is submitted that his counsel 
has no locus standi in the court at all,and neither he nor his counsel 
may address the court or make any application to the court inrefer- 
ence to the charge. In the recent case the application was 
refused, and a true bill was found. The Recorder then stated 
that he intended to inform the Lord Chancellor of the fact, and 
the recognizances of the witnesses and of the defendants were 
enlarged. It seems probable, therefore, that, for the first time 
for sixty years, as stated in these columns Jast week, we are tv 
see a trial of a peer by the House of Lords. 





Ir was been laid down in several cases since the Judicature 
Acts that a judge can always reconsider his decision until the 
order has been drawn up, but that no judge of the High Court 
has any jurisdiction to rehear an order, whether made by 
himself or any other judge, the power to rehear being part of 
the appellate jurisdiction, which is transferred by the Acts to 
the Court of Appeal. The question of how far it is possible to 
obtain a rehearing of a case is always an interesting one, and 
attempts will often be made to obtain this relief, especially in 
cases where appeals are not allowed. Very little is to be found 
on the subject in books of common law practice. Trial by jury 
and vivd voce evidence were not convenient for a rehearing, and it 
was laid down that, though there were many ways to set aside 
an erroneous judgment or a decree founded on depositions in 
writing, there was no way, except a new trial, to correct 
the errors of a verdict. On the other hand, in courts of 
equity, before the Judicature Acts, a rehearing, to a certain 
extent, was a matter of right. But the law must now be taken 
to be settled by the Court of Appeal in He St. Nazaire Co, (12 
Ch. D. 88) that in all the divisions of the High Court there is 
no power to rehear or review a decision upon any suggestion 
that the court has been misled, or that the parties have not 
brought all the evidence which ought to have been brought in 
order to enable the court to arrive at a just conclusion. But the 
subject is not wholly exhausted. There still remains, as we 
have seen, the power of dealing with the order before it is 
drawn up, on the ground that no final decision has been 
pronounced, and this we suppose is the explanation of cases such 
as Re Gray (36 Ch. D. 205, 211). A different practice seems to 
prevail in other tribunals. Section 104, par. 1, of the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1883, gives power to every court having jurisdiction 
in ss Mev Sa to review, rescind, or vary any orders made by them 
under their bankruptcy jurisdiction, and this notwithstanding the 
right of appeal, though it has been held that, unless under 
special circumstances, an application for a rehearing will not 
be entertained after the expiration of the time limited for appeal. 
A number of cases have been extracted from the journals of the 
House of Lords where amendments, ae and alterations 
were allowed after the hearing of appeals by the House. And 
with regard to the Privy Council, it seems that there may be 
exceptional circumstances which will warrant the board even 
after their advice has been acted upon by the Sovereign in 
Council, in allowing a case to be reheard at the instance of one 
the parties. This is owing to the desire to prevent irremediable 
injustice being done by a court of the last resort, where by some 
accident, without any blame, the party has not been heard, and 
an order has been inadvertently made as if the party had been 
heard. These considerations apply to every courtfrom the decision 
of which no appeal can be brought. But the arguments against 
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allowing a rehearing where a final judgment has been pronounced 
by a court of competent jurisdiction can be easily understood. 
Even assuming that the judgment is wrong, it would be better to 
allow it to remain unaltered than to introduce a practice under 
which it would be difficult to put an end to litigation. It would, 
perhaps, be more convenient to have some express enactment on 
the subject dealing, as far as possible, with all our tribunals, 





A pornt of some importance to gas companies, as well as to 
house owners, was decided by Farwett, J., in Batcheller v. 
Tunbridge Wells Gas Co. (ante, p. 577). Im that case it was 
proved as a fact that gas escaping from a system of main pipes 
laid in the road had contaminated the water supply contained in 
adjacent pipes belonging to the owner of the houses which they 
fed. The contamination thus proved had been abated, so that 
the plaintiff owner did not press for an injunction to restrain its 
continuance ; but Farwett, J., in holding that the defendant 
gas company was not entitled to pollute this particular water 
supply, made some observations which govern similar cases. 
His lordship was clear that such contamination was a nuisance, 
and that a gas company incorporated under a normal special 
Act and the Gasworks Clauses Act of 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 41) 
has no statutory authority to create such a nuisance. Section 9 
of the latter Act is extremely stringent in the terms of 
its refusal to exonerate the undertakers of a gas supply from 
an indictment for any nuisance; its stringency was recognized 
by Lainpizy, M.R., in Jordeson v. Sutton, §c., Gas Co. 
(1899, 2 Ch. 217), where, at p. 237, he says: “If they (the 
defendants) could shew any enactment expressly or by necessary 
implication authorizing them in terms to erect a gasometer at 
the place where this is and if they could shew that it 
was impossible to exercise those clearly conferred powers without 
creating damage to their neighbours, the decision in London, 
Brighton, and South- Coast Railway Co. v. Truman (34 W. R. 657, 
11 A. ©. 45) would protect them”; but this section 9, as he 
there held, was conclusive against the defendants. Thus, 
having found as a fact the ‘‘nuisance”’ against which an action 
would lie, Farwett, J., refused, as irrelevant, evidence tendered 
by the gas company to show (1) that their pipes were as well 
laid as possible, and that some escape of, and contamination by, 
gas was unavoidable; (2) that the plaintiff’s water-pipe was 
itself defective; and (3) that the plaintiff’s water supply was 
otherwise unfit for domestic use. In language which will be 
appreciated by house owners in a plight like the 
plaintiff's, hie lordship held that a house owner owed 
no duty to a gas company to keep his water-pipe 
gas-tight. In other words, a gas company which puts on 
the land so unnatural a thing as a gas-pipe must keep 
it there at its own peril; it is as much a legal “ nuisance” as 
the time-honoured tiger which must be strongly chained by its 
owner, who is not entitled to say to his neighbour “ You should 
have putan iron fence round your land and then my tiger would 
not have broken on to it.’ Thecasesupplied one more addition 
to the nuisances referred to in the judgment of Biacxsvury, J., 
cited with approval by Lord Carens in Rylands v. Fletcher 
(L. R. 8 H. L, 330, at p. 389): “The true rule of law is, that 
the person who, for his own purposes, brings on his land and 
collects and keeps there anything likely to do mischief if it 
escapes, ‘must keep it in at his peril; and if he does not do so, 
is prima@ facie answerable for all the damage which is the 
natural consequence of its escape. . . . But for his act in 
bringing it there no mischief could have accrued, and it seems 
but just that he should at his peril keep it there so that no 
mischief may accrue, or answer for the natural and anticipated 
consequence. And upon authority this, we think, is established 
to be the law, whether the things so brought be beasts, or 
water, or filth, or stenches.” To this list FarwE1t, J., has now 
added “ or gas.” 





AN INTERESTING point upon claims to compensation under the 
Lands Clauses Acts arose in Mercer v. Liverpool, §-c., Railway Co. 
(Times, 25th inst.), in which judgment was given this week by 
Lord Atverstonz, 0.J. It is well settled that, with respect to 
the taking of land, the date of the notice to treat fixes the time 
at which interests are to be deemed to be stereotyped for the 





purpose of assessing compensation ; at any rate to this extent, 
that after that date it is not competent for the landowner, b 
creating new interests, to raise up against the promoters fresh 
claims to compensation. ‘‘It has been held over and over 
again,” said Maruew, J., in Wilkins v. Mayor of Birmingham (25 
Ch. D., p. 80), ‘‘that from the time when the notice to treat 
has been served each party must abstain from altering his posi- 
tion. Any interest subsequently acquired by or from the person 
on whom the notice to treat has been served is not a subject for 
compensation.” In general the principle acts fairly and pre- 
vents claims being manuf simply for the purpose of 
obtaining compensation ; but it also has its harsh side, as where 
it prevents a landlord from creating leases in favour of tenants 
who, but for the land being taken, would have undoubtedly 
continued in occupation: see Hr parte Edwards (12 Eq. 389). 
In the present case the question arose whether the same 
principle applied to claims for the injurious affecting of land 
which is not taken, where some land of the same owner is taken. 
In October, 1891, notice to treat was served upon A. with 
respect to land required for a railway. In February, 1892, A.’s 
agent verbally agreed to let to B. for 999 years for building 
purposes land on the opposite side of a street to the land to be 
taken, and in June, 1892, a lease was ted in pursuance of this 
agreement. Houses were built prior to October, 1892. In that 
month A. agreed to sell to the promoters the land included in 
the notice to treat for £23,000, which sum was to include 
compensation for all damage sustained by the vendor by 
severance and injurious affection of other property. This 
purchase was not completed till November, 1894. Meanwhile 
the works had proceeded, some streets had been lowered, and 
the access to B.’s houses had been permanently interfered with. 
B. claimed for the injurious affecting of her houses under 
section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and in the arbitration 
she was awarded £371 10s. Then the point arose whether, 
having regard to the date when her lease was created, and to 
the settlement with A., she was entitled to compensation at all. 
The Lord Chief Justice held that she was, and declined to 
extend to such a case the principle in question. Primarily, of 
course, the notice to treat is only concerned with the land to be 
taken, and it does not touch other lands which may be — 
injuriously affected. The creation of fresh interests in su 
lands is therefore not prohibited, and the ms entitled to 
such interests do not forfeit their rights against the promoters 
because the landowner has subsequently made an agreement 
purporting to cover severance and other damages. This only 
affects the lands which he retains at the date of the agreement. 





In THE cAsE of Driefontein Consolidated Mines v. Janson ( Times, 
22nd i) the Court of Appeal have by a majority (A. L. 
Suirn, M.R., and Romer, LJ.; Vavenan Wiis, L.J., diss.) 
declined to extend to new circumstances the doctrine that public 
policy absolves an underwriter from fulfilling his contract of 
insurance with regard to the goods of an alien enemy destroyed 
in the course of war. The peculiar position of the plaintiff 
company would in any case have made the application to it of 
the doctrine depend purely upon legal fictions; and this was 
regarded by the Master of the Rolls as a strong reason 
for deciding in its favour. The Driefontein Consolidated 
Mines was a Transvaal company, established in the Trans- 
vaal under the law of the late South African Republic; 
but its constituent elements were either British or European, 
and it had a London office and a London committee of 
management. The shareholders, so far from being alien 
enemies, were in the main British subjects, and although the 
Transvaal Government just before the outbreak of war com- 
mandeered, and apparently profited by, their gold, a public 
policy which forbade them any remedy against the underwriters 
obviously required to be very carefully scanned. But assuming 
that the legal distinction between the company, which was a 
Transvaal corporation, and its constituent elements, which were 
largely British, was to prevail, there was still, as both the 
Master of the Rolls and Romer, L J., shewed, strong reason for 
not depriving the company of redress. Hitherto the principle 
in question has been applied only in cases where the loss has 
been incurred after the outbreak of hostilities. The relations 
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Tue Supreme Court of Judicature (Appeals) Bill has been 
read a second time in the House of Lords, but neither the Lord 
Chancellor nor the Lord Chief Justice, who have spoken on it, 
have thrown any light upon the mode in which the proposed 
third branch of the Court of Appeal is to be constituted. In 
committee some discussion took place on the proposal to stop 
appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, from 
going to the House of Lords, and the Lord Chancellor shewed 
himself by no means averse to preserve the jurisdiction if he 
received any encouragement, But either he or the reporter of 
his speech seem to have been in error in quoting the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1900, as a precedent for the proposed 
change. The Act extended the Act of 1897 to agricultural 
labourers, but it contains no provision preventing a claim in 
such a case being taken to the House of Lords. However, the 
past policy of the Legislature in this respect is not very material. 
Hitherto the appeals to the House of Lords have served the 
useful purpose of broadening the construction placed upon the 
Act by the Court of Appeal, and in deciding whether this 
jurisdiction should be preserved it is not altogether pertinent to 
say that cases under the Act involve only small amounts. The 
amount involved in particular cases may be small, but the 
principles at stake affect very considerable interests. 





THE REAL question with respect to any proposal for giving 
the King’s Bench Division the final decision upon cases arising 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts is the nature of the 
court to which such cases are to be referred, and upon this poiut 
Lord ALVERSTONE made an important announcement in the 
debate on the second reading of the Bill. It has been 
frequently objected to Divisional Courts that they are continually 
varying in constitution and that they are irregular in their 
sittings. The proposal put forward by the Lord Chief Justice 
is that there shall be a special court consisting of three judges, 
aud that its constitution shall be fixed for six months. When it 
changes it will be by the change of only one judge 
at a time. That it will be always available for work is 
perhaps too much to expect as things are at present. But it 
would doubtless sit as continuously as possible, and the Lord 
Chief Justice anticipates that it would lead to uniformity of 
decision, and also to the speedier despatch of business. He 
urges further that the transfer by the Judicature Act, 1894, of 
appeals on matters of practice to the Court of Appeal was a 
step in the wrong direction, and that the result has been to 
block that court without any corresponding advantage. The 
obvious comment upon all this is that it is simply playing at 
rearranging the judges. The permanent divisional court of 
three judges which Lord Atvzrstonz wishes to establish is in 
effect a third Court of Appeal, but the Bill makes no provision 
for the jniges necessary to establish such a court, whether it 
be called a King’s Bench Divisional Court or a third branch of 
the Court of Appeal. We have every sympathy with Lord 
ALVERSTONE’S desire to improve the conduct of business in the 
King’s Bench Division, and to check the multiplication of 
appeals; but the present Bill seems to have been launched 
oe due consideration of the judicial material actually 
av e. 





Ix connection with the charge of bigamy which has been 
made against Earl Russzxt, his counsel made an extraordinary 
application to the Recorder on Monday last at the Central 
Criminal Court. He asked the learned judge to order that a 
bill of indictment, which was about to be preferred against the 
earl, should not be preferred at the present sessions, and that 
the recognizances of the witnesses and of the defendant 
should be enlarged until next sessions. Probably such 
an application has never before been made in an assize 
court. At common law everyone has a right to prefer a 
bill of indictment against any person before a grand jury. This 
right has been modified in the case of certain offences by the 
Vexatious Indictments Act, 1859. That Act, however, does not 
in any way affect the procedure in the case of bigamy or any 
other felony. So that by common law a bill for bigamy might 
have been preferred before the grand jury by any person, and 
the Recorder would have been acting contrary to law if he had 








attempted to stop that person from so doing. Of course, ifa 
person does prefer a bill before a grand jury, he must be prepared 
with evidence to support it, and unless witnesses have been bound 
over to appear, there is no legal machinery by which he can get 
them before the grand jury. The judge who presides over a 
court of assize has, no doubt, power to enlarge the recogniz- 
ances of the witnesses. If he did so before a bill was found 
this would indirectly prevent a bill from being preferred. This, 
however, is hardly ever done before a bill is found, and then 
always on the application of the Crown. For the prisoner to 
make such an application is probably unheard of. After a bill 
has been found, it is most common for a prisoner to ask fora 
postponement of the trial. If this application is granted, then 
the recognizances of the witnesses are enlarged to the next 
assizes, as a matter of course. But before a bill of indictment is 
found against an accused person, it is submitted that his counsel 
has no locus standi in the court at all,and neither he nor his counsel 
may address the court or make any application to the court inrefer- 
ence to the charge. In the recent case the application was 
refused, and a true bill was found. The Recorder then stated 
that he intended to inform the Lord Chancellor of the fact, and 
the recognizances of the witnesses and of the defendants were 
enlarged. It seems probable, therefore, that, for the first time 
for sixty years, as stated in these columns Jast week, we are t» 
see a trial of a peer by the House of Lords. 





Ir was been laid down in several cases since the Judicature 
Acts that a judge can always reconsider his decision until the 
order has been drawn up, but that no judge of the High Court 
has any jurisdiction to rehear an order, whether made by 
himself or any other judge, the power to rehear being part of 
the appellate jurisdiction, which is transferred by the Acts tu 
the Court of Appeal. The question of how far it is possible to 
obtain a rehearing of a case is always an interesting one, and 
attempts will often be made to obtain this relief, especially in 
cases where appeals are not allowed. Very little is to be found 
on the subject in books of common law practice. Trial by jury 
and vivd voce evidence were not convenient for a rehearing, and it 
was laid down that, though there were many ways to set aside 
an erroneous judgment or a decree founded on depositions in 
writing, there was no way, except a new trial, to correct 
the errors of a verdict. On the other hand, in courts of 
equity, before the Judicature Acts, a rehearing, to a certain 
extent, was a matter of right. But the law must now be taken 
to be settled by the Court of Appeal in He St. Nazaire Co, (12 
Ch. D. 88) that in all the divisions of the High Court there is 
no power to rehear or review a decision upon any suggestion 
that the court has been misled, or that the parties have not 
brought all the evidence which ought to have been brought in 
order to enable the court to arrive at a just conclusion. But the 
subject is not wholly exhausted. There still remains, as we 
have seen, the power of dealing with the order before it is 
drawn up, on the ground that no final decision has been 
pronounced, and this we suppose is the explanation of cases such 
as Re Gray (36 Oh. D. 205, 211). A different practice seems to 
prevail in other tribunals. Section 104, par. 1, of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, gives power to every court having jurisdiction 
in bankraptoy to review, rescind, or vary any orders made by them 
under their bankruptcy jurisdiction, and this notwithstanding the 
right of appeal, though it has been held that, unless under 
special circumstances, an application for a oe will not 
be entertained after the expiration of the time limited for appeal. 
A number of cases have been extracted from the journals of the 
House of Lords where amendments, a and alterations 
were allowed after the hearing of appeals by the House. And 
with regard to the Privy Council, it seems that there may be 
exceptional circumstances which will warrant the board even 
after their advice has been acted upon by the Sovereign in 
Council, in allowing a case to be reheard at the instance of one 
the parties. This is owing to the desire to prevent irremediable 
injustice being done by a court of the last resort, where by some 
accident, without any blame, the party has not been heard, and 
an order has been inadvertently made as if the party had been 
heard. These considerations apply to every courtfrom the decision 
of which no appeal can be brought. But the arguments against 
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allowing a rehearing where a final judgment has been pronounced 
by a court of competent jurisdiction can be easily understood. 
Even assuming that the judgment is wrong, it would be better to 
allow it to remain unaltered than to introduce a practice under 
which it would be difficult to put an end to litigation. It would, 
perhaps, be more convenient to have some express enactment on 
the subject dealing, as far as possible, with all our tribunals, 





A pornt of some importance to gas companies, as well as to 
house owners, was decided by Farwett, J., in Batcheller v. 
Tunbridge Wells Gas Co. (ante, p. 577). In that case it was 
proved as a fact that gas escaping from a system of main pipes 
laid in the road had contaminated the water supply contained in 
adjacent pipes belonging to the owner of the houses which they 
fed. The contamination thus proved had been abated, so that 
the plaintiff owner did not press for an injunction to restrain its 
continuance; but Farwett, J., in holding that the defendant 
gas company was not entitled to pollute this particular water 
supply, made some observations which govern similar cases. 
His lordship was clear that such contamination was a nuisance, 
and that a gas company incorporated under a normal special 
Act and the Gasworks Clauses Act of 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 41) 
has no statutory authority to create such a nuisance. Section 9 
of the latter Act is extremely stringent in the terms of 
its refusal to exonerate the undertakers of a gas supply from 
an indictment for any nuisance ; its stringency was recognized 
by Linpizy, M.R., in Jordeson v. Sutton, §c., Gas Co. 


(1899, 2 Ch. 217), where, at p. 237, he says: “If they (the | P 


defendants) could shew any enactment expressly or by necessary 
implication authorizing them in terms to erect a gasometer at 
the place where this is and if they could shew that it 
was impossible to exercise those clearly conferred powers without 
creating damage to their neighbours, the decision in London, 
Brighton, and South- Coast Railway Co. v. Truman (34 W. R. 657, 
11 A. OC. 45) would protect them”; but this section 9, as he 
there held, was conclusive against the defendants. Thus, 
having found as a fact the ‘‘ nuisance’ against which an action 
would lie, Farwett, J., refused, as irrelevant, evidence tendered 
by the gas company to show (1) that their pipes were as well 
laid as possible, and that some escape of, and contamination by, 
gas was unavoidable; (2) that the plaintiff's water-pipe was 
itself defective; and (3) that the plaintiff's water supply was 
otherwise unfit for domestic use. In language which will be 
appreciated by house owners in a plight like the 
plaintiff’s, hie lordship held that a house owner owed 
no duty to a gas company to keep his water-pipe 
gas-tight. In other words, a gas company which puts on 
the land so unnatural a thing as a gas-pipe must keep 
it there at its own peril; it is as much a legal “ nuisance” as 
the time-honoured tiger which must be strongly chained by its 
owner, who is not entitled to say to his neighbour “ You should 
have putan iron fence round your land and then my tiger would 
not have broken on to it.’ Thecasesupplied one more addition 
to the nuisances referred to in the judgment of Biacxsury, J., 
cited with approval by Lord Oarrns in Rylands v. Fletcher 
(L. R. 8 H. L, 330, at p. 389): “The true rule of law is, that 
the person who, for his own purposes, brings on his land and 
collects and keeps there anything likely to do mischief if it 
escapes, Ynust keep it in at his peril; and if he does not do so, 
is prima facie answerable for all the damage which is the 
natural consequence of its escape. . . . But for his act in 
bringing it there no mischief could have accrued, and it seems 
but just that he should at his peril keep it there so that no 
mischief may accrue, or answer for the natural and anticipated 
consequence. And upon authority this, we think, is established 
to be the law, whether the things so brought be beasts, or 
water, or filth, or stenches.” To this list FarwE1t, J., has now 
added “ or gas.” 





AN INTERESTING point upon claims to compensation under the 
Lands Clauses Acts arose in Mercer v. Liverpool, §c., Railway Co. 
(Zimes, 25th inst.), in which judgment was given this week by 
Lord Atverstonz, 0.J. It is well settled that, with respect to 
the taking of land, the date of the notice to treat fixes the time 
at which interests are to be deemed to be stereotyped for the 





purpose of assessing compensation ; at any rate to this extent, 
that after that date it is not competent for the smarts 
creating new interests, to raise up against the promoters 
claims to compensation. ‘‘It has been held over and over 
again,” said Matuew, J., in Wilkins v. Mayor of Birmingham (25 
Ch. D., p. 80), ‘that from the time when the notice to treat 
has been served each party must abstain from altering his posi- 
tion. Any interest subsequently acquired by or from the person 
on whom the notice to treat has been canal is not a subject for 
compensation.” In general the principle acts fairly and pre- 
vents claims being manuf, simply for the purpose of 
obtaining compensation ; but it also has its harsh side, as where 
it prevents a landlord from creating leases in favour of tenants 
who, but for the land being taken, would have undoubtedly 
continued in occupation: see Hx parte Edwards (12 Eq. 389). 
In the present case the question arose whether the same 
principle applied to claims for the injurious affecting of land 
which is not taken, where some land of the same owner is taken. 
In October, 1891, notice to treat was served upon A. with 
respect to land required for a railway. In February, 1892, A.’s 
agent verbally agreed to let to B. for 999 years for building 
purposes land on the opposite side of a street to the land to be 
taken, and in June, 1892, a lease was granted in pursuance of this 
agreement. Houses were built prior to October, 1892. In that 
month A. agreed to sell to the promoters the land included in 
the notice to treat for £23,000, which sum was to include 
compensation for all damage sustained by the vendor by 
severance and injurious affection of other property. This 
urchase was not completed till November, 1894. Meanwhile 
the works had proceeded, some streets had been lowered, and 
the access to B.’s houses had been permanently interfered with. 
B. claimed for the injurious affecting of her houses under 
section 68 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and in the arbitration 
she was awarded £371 10s. Then the point arose whether, 
having regard to the date when her lease was created, and to 
the settlement with A., she was entitled to compensation at all. 
The Lord Chief Justice held that she was, and declined to 
extend to such a case the principle in question. Primarily, of 
course, the notice to treat is only concerned with the land to be 
taken, and it does not touch other lands which may be onl 
injuriously affected. The creation of fresh interests in su 
lands is therefore not prohibited, and the ms entitled to 
such interests do not forfeit their rights against the promoters 
because the landowner has subsequently made an agreement 
purporting to cover severance and other . This only 
affects the lands which he retains at the date of the agreement. 





In THE casE of Driefontein Consolidated Mines v. Janson ( Times, 
22nd st) the Court of Appeal have by a majority (A. L. 
Ssorn, M.R., and Romer, LJ.; Vavenan WiiuiaMs, L.J., diss.) 
declined to extend to new circumstances the doctrine that public 
policy absolves an underwriter from fulfilling his contract of 
insurance with regard to the goods of an alien enemy destroyed 
in the course of war. The peculiar position of the plaintiff 
company would in any case have made the application to it of 
the doctrine depend purely upon legal fictions; and this was 
regarded by the Master of the Rolls as a strong reason 
for deciding in its favour. The Driefontein Consolidated 
Mines was a Transvaal company, established in the Trans- 
vaal under the law of the late South African Republic ; 
but its constituent elements were either British or European, 
and it had a London office and a London committee of 
management. The shareholders; so far from being alien 
enemies, were in the main British subjects, and although the 
Transvaal Government just before the outbreak of war com- 
mandeered, and apparently profited by, their gold, a public 
policy which forbade them any rem inst the underwriters 
obviously required to be very carefully scanned. But assuming 
that the legal distinction between the company, which was & 
Transvaal corporation, and its constituent elements, which were 
largely Britich, was to prevail, there was still, as both the 
Master of the Rolls and Romer, L J., shewed, strong reason for 
not depriving the company of redress. Hitherto the principle 
in question has been applied only in cases where the loss has 
been incurred after the outbreak of hostilities. The relations 
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between the two countries are then finally declared, and it is 
arguable that it is against public policy to allow a person 
who has actually become an alien enemy and as such has 
suffered loss of his property by acts of war, to obtain indemnity. 
Though even in such a case, seeing that the action cannot be 
brought till the war is over, the i public policy is not 
clear. But, as Romer, L.J., poin out, it might prove 
extremely inconvenient if the same principle applied to loss of 
goods suffered before the war had broken out, at a time when 
it was only imminent. A war, however imminent, may after all 
be averted, and then a case such as the present might necessitate 
an inquiry by the courts into the intentions of a friendly nation, 
an inquiry which would be a matter of much delicacy. The 
judgment of the Court of Appeal avoids any such ws 
and very properly requires that an actual outbreak of war shall 
have preceded the loss, the consequences of which the under- 
writers wish to avoid. 





Tue prirricutty of enforcing payment by married women of 
their just debts was greatly mitigated by the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1893, an enactment rendered necessary by the 
many ingenious evasions of previous statutes which, 
while affording protection to a married woman possessed 
of separate property from marital control over or inter- 
ference with such property, and conferring upon her a limited 
power of making contracts as a feme sole, often enabled her to 
successfully defy creditors, on highly technical grounds certainly 
never contemplated by the Legislature. Any decision, therefore, 
tending to uphold the policy of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1893, should be favourably regarded. Of this character is 
the judgment of the Divisional Court in the recent case of Nunn 
§ Co. v. Tyson, Jane Tyson, Claimant (reported elsewhere), where 
it was held that a married woman who gives notice to the high 
bailiff of a county court that the goods about to be taken by him 
in execution of a judgment obtained against her husband are 
her separate property, and who subsequently, on the high bailiff 
taking out an interpleader summons, furnishes particulars of her 
claim under ord. 27, r. 4 (a), of the existing County Court 
Rules, has “instituted” proceedings within section 22 of 
the above Act, and is therefore liable under that section, 
should she fail to establish her claim, to have an order 
made against her for the ‘‘ ge of the costs of the opposite 
party out of property which is subject to a restraint on 
anticipation.” In view of the fact that, in interpleader 
proceedings in the county court, the action of the high bailiff, 
in taking out the interpleader summons, is a direct consequence 
of the claim originally made, and that, unless such claim be 
admitted or withdrawn he really has no option in the matter 
under ord. 27, r. 1 (4), of the existing County Court Rules, this 
decision does not seem to be unreasonable, though the point 
involved is, we think, by no means free from doubt. 





Txovex total defect of jurisdiction on the part of a county 
court cannot, it seems, be cured by consent of the parties (Jones 
v. Owen, 18 L. J. Q. B. 8), there is no doubt that want of juris- 
diction may, in some cases, be waived by the conduct of the 
applicant for a prohibition so as to disentitle him to that remedy. 

e recent case of Alderson v. J. § J. W. Palliser (reported else- 
where) well exemplifies this principle. It was there held, by a 
Divisional Court, that where leave to issue a judgment summons, 
in @ case within ord. 25, r. 14, of the existing County Court 
Rules, is granted upon an affidavit, admittedly insufficient for 
the , and an order for committal is ultimately made, the 
proceedings cannot be impeached, and a prohibition will not be 
granted, where it is clearly established that the defect in the 
affidavit has been waived by the party who might have taken 
* objection thereto. This decision is in harmony with what was 
held in Moore v. Gamgee (38 W. R. 669, 25 Q. B. D. 244), and 
does not really clash with what was actually decided in McIntosh 
v. Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 48), where the effect of waiver of 
jurisdiction was not in question, as there the defective affidavit 
was objected to at the proper time. 








Lord Morris has been seriously ill, but is stated to be better. 


REPRESENTATIONS BY BANKERS AS TO CREDIT 
OF CUSTOMERS. 


Tue pectsron of the Court of Appeal in Hirst v. West Riding 
Union Banking Co. (Limited) and Hartley (reported elsewhere) 
raises a question of great practical importance to bankers which 
has several times been the subject of litigation. It is a common 
practice for a customer of a bank, when he is asked to give 
credit to a stranger, to address an inquiry through his own bank 
to the stranger’s bank as to the stranger’s credit. Such an 
inquiry asks whether the person with regard to whom it is 
made is respectable and whether he is responsible up to a 
specified amount. The answer is treated as to some extent 
confidential as between the two banks, but it is well known that 
the bank making the inquiry in general makes it on behalf of a 
customer, and that the answer will be transmitted to the 
customer, The fact that the answer is confidential cannot there- 
fore preclude this use of it. Should, however, the customer give 
credit on the faith of the answer, and should it turn out that 
the answer was false, so that the transaction results in loss, the 
question arises whether either the bank from which the answer 
came, or the official who actually gave the answer, is liable to 
make good the loss. : 

With regard to the bank, complete protection appears to be 
afforded by section 6 of Lord TznrzrpEn’s Act (9 Geo. 4, c. 14, 
now known as the Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828). 
“No action,” so runs the section, ‘‘shall be brought whereby 
to charge any person upon or by reason of any representation 
or assurance made or given relating to the credit of any other 
person, to the intent that such other person may obtain credit, 
money, or goods thereupon, unless such representation or 
assurance be made in writing, signed by the party to be charged 
therewith.” The requirement that the signature must be the 
actual signature of the party to be charged corresponds with the 
enactment of section 1 of the same statute relating to acknow- 
ledgments of debts for the purpose of taking a case out of 
the Statute of Limitations, and the courts, adhering to 
the strict language of the Act, have held that signature by anu 
agent is not sufficient. With regard to acknowledgments 
this was found to be productive of great inconvenience, and the 
Legislature ‘etesteel and by section 13 of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97), it was provided that 
an acknowledgment in writing by a duly authorized agent of 
the party chargeable should have the same effect as an 
acknowledgment signed by the party himself, But no 
corresponding amendment was made with respect to written 
representations as to credit, and the natural inference is that 
the Legislature deliberately approved in regard to these the 
construction which had been placed on Lord Tznrerpen’s Act. 
This consideration was noticed in the judgment of Lord 
Corzriner, 0.J., in Swift v. Jewsbury (L. BR. 9 Q, B. 301). 
There the plaintiff, who was a customer of the Sheffield and 
Hallamshire Bank, had requested the manager of the bank to 
inquire of the Cheltenham branch of the Gloucestershire 
Banking Co. whether R. was good for a bill for £2,937. 
The manager of the former bank wrote to the manager 
of the Oheltenham branch a letter asking in confidence 
his opinion of the respectability and standing of R., 
and whether he considered him responsible to the extent of 
£50,000. This sum was not mentioned by the plaintiff, but was 
inserted by the inquiring manager in his letter without special 
instructions. In general it may be presumed that bank 
managers keep more carefully to the actual inquiry they are 
requested to make. The answer sent by Gopparp, the manager 
at Cheltenham, and signed by him as manager, represented 
that R. was a landowner with a rent-roll of over £7,000 a year, 
and with large expectancies ; and that he would not be likely to 
incur the liability named unless he was certain to meet the 
engagement. In reliance on this information the plaintiff took 
R.’s bill for £2,937, but before it matured R. became insolvent. 
The plaintiff sued both Gopparp and the registered public 
officer of the bank. The verdict of the jury was adverse to 
Gopparp, and it was found that the letter was written with the 
knowledge that it was untrue, and with the —: to poy 
the parties who were making the inquiry. is finding of fac 
valent upset, and upon it Gopparp em OF liable to make good 
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the plaintiff's loss. But, for the point now under consideration, 
the importance of the cage lies in the decision as to the liability 
of the bank. Althougli the letter had been signed by Gopparp 
as agent for the bank, yet, by virtue of the statute, it was 
ineffectual to impose on the bank any liability. ‘This 
manager, GopparD,” said Lord Conzrinas, ‘was not the mere 
instrument in the sense in which a pen is the instrument in the 
hand that writes: but he was a living instrument in the sense 
of an agent, and if he was an agent he was not the principal, 
and could not make those who were his principals liable as 
such.” “In my opinion,” said Bramwett, B., ‘‘the effect of 
the statute is this, that a man should not be liable for a 
fraudulent representation as to another person’s means unless 
he puts it down in writing, and acknowledges his responsibility 
for it by his own signature.” And he pointed out that it was 
no essential part of the business of a bank to answer questions 
such as those in controversy. ‘If this were a necessary thing 
for the purpose of the banking company carrying on their 
business, it might be otherwise; but it is not a necessary thing 
for the purpose of carrying on their business, it is no part of their 
business, it is a thing which can be done, and it is done, by 
bankers-and their officers individually and personally.” 

The decision in Swift v. Jewsbury was naturally regarded as 
conclusive with respect to the liability of the defendant bank 
on the present occasion. The plaintiff Hirst, who is a wool 
stapler at Huddersfield, was engaged in business transactions 
with Biacksurn & Oo. (Limited). At his request the manager 
of his bank wrote to the defendant bank, who were BLackBuRN 
& Co.’s bankers, inquiring whether they were “ respectable and 
trustworthy to the extent of £2,000 to £3,000,” and also 
whether the company had issued debentures. To this inquiry 
the defendant Harrizy, who was the manager of the defendant 
bank, replied: ‘‘ Confidential. For your private use, and with- 
out any guarantee or responsibility on the part of this bank or 
the manager. Gentlemen, the ron inquired after are respect- 
able, and appear to readily obtain credit for the amount you 
mention in the trade. The debentures are held privately.— 
Yours faithfully, R. B. Hanrigy.’” In reliance on this letter 
the plaintiff gave further credit to Bracksurn & Co., and 
ultimately sustained loss to the extent of over £2,000, and to 
recover this he brought the action. The jury found 
that the representations contained in the first part of 
Harttey’s letter were true, but that that in the second 
part was false. They did not expressly find that 
it was made fraudulently, These findings, however, did not 
affect the liability of the bank. The signature of the manager 
to the letter was not the signature of the bank, and conse- 
quently, upon the construction of Lord TenreRpEn’s Act adopted 
in Swift v. Jewsbury (supra), there was no written representation 
as to the credit of Buacksurn & Co. upon which the bank could 
be held liable. And it seems that the same result would follow 
in whatever way a signature were affixed purporting to bind a 
banking company. Physically it cannot be the signature of a 
company and a company cannot be held liable. It was pointed 
out, however, in Swift v. Jewsbury that a different principle pre- 
vails where a company takes the benefit of a fraud perpetrated 
by an agent, and it can be held liable: see Barwick v. London 
Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 Ex. 259), The answering of questions 
relative to the credit of customers, while convenient in practice, 
does not\ produce profit in this sense, and a banking company 
appears to be incapable of incurring liability in this respect. 

With the unfortunate bank nanos who signs the representa- 
tion as to a customer’s credit it is different, and for the present 
managers must assume that in dealing with such a matter the 
assume a very tangible liability. There is the point, indeed, 
that these letters purport to be confidential, and that there is no 
direct relation between the bank official who signs it and the 
customer of another bank by whom the information is ultimately 
used. In Hosegood v. Bull (36 L. T. 617) this point prevailed in 
favour of the bank manager, though the decision seems to be 
Vitiated by an error as to the real practice with regard to these 
“confidential” letters, ‘The information,” said Oxzassy, B., 
“might be communicated by the Somersetshire Bank to one, 
two, ten, or twenty persons ; but that would be quite immaterial 
to the Gloucester Bank, inasmuch as they did not not give the 
information to the Somersetshire Bank for the purpose of its 





being, or with any knowledge that it would be, communicated to — 


any third person as their opinion of the ibility in a 
pecuniary poiut of view of the individual as to the inquiry 


was made. It is only an intimation to the Somersetshire 
Bank of the opinion of the Gloucester Bank, upon which the 
former, if they thought fit so to do, might act, and which, 
it seems, they thought they were justified in communicating to a 
customer of their own.” 

Whether or no this statement was justified by the facts of the 
particular case, it is certain that bank managers, when they give 
information as to the credit of customers, are not in this state 
of ignorance as to the use which will be made of it. It is 
understood that it will be passed on to a customer, and that 
such customer may act in reliance upon it. Whether, even so, 
the relation of the bank manager who gives the answer to the 
customer of the inquiring bank is sufficiently close to make 
the former liable in an action at the suit of the latter is still 
perhaps not altogether clear; but, in the opinion of the Court of 
Appeal, the defendant Harrier was properly held liable, and 
the judgment against him was upheld. With reference to the 
statement that the debentures ad ay rm & = were “ 4 

rivately,” the fact appears to have been that the greater 

Sa colonia held by the defendant bank, so that the alee 
letter was, to say the least of it, likely to mislead. The findi 

of the jury was based upon a strict view, and though fraud was 
not expressly found, yet the false statement, with the plaintiff's 
subsequent loss, account for the result of the case. It is obvious 
that all replies given by bank managers to inquiries of this 
nature should be couched, as we believe they usually are, in the 
most cautious language. 








ADMINISTRATION OF ASSETS IN INSOLVENCY. 


Ir must necessarily be a difficult matter to lay down the best 
rules for the administration of the assets of bankrupts, and of 
deceased insolvents, and of insolvent companies; but we cannot 
help thinking that it is rather a scandal that our own law on 
these matters should have been reduced to the very confused 
state in which we find it at present. We have recently had 
occasion to call attention to the fact that two different methods 
exist for administering the estates of deceased insolvents —one in 
the Chancery Division, and the other in Bankruptcy—and we now 
have occasion to point out that the cases of living bankrupts and 
insolvent companies present two more analogous cases, and that 
these foursystems of administration have some points of similarity 
and some of distinction, which make the whole subject very 
confusing indeed. 

The case of Re Whitaker, Whitaker v. Palmer (49 W. R. 
106; 1901, 1 Ch. 9), decided by the Court of Appeal on 
the 8th of November, 1900, called attention to one point in the 
law upon this subject, and also called attention to the curious 
manner in which this department of law has been manipulated 
in recent years. The facts were very simple. A testator had 
executed a voluntary settlement, whereby he covenanted to pay 
£5,000 to the trustees thereof, and also covenanted to pay an 
annuity. He sen tag sean Age insolvent leaving the £5,000 
unpaid, and there was something due in respect of the 
annuity. The creditors for value contended that the claims 
under these voluntary covenants ought to be postponed to their 
claims, according to the rule settled long ago in the adminis- 
tration of estates by the Court of Chancery. But this 
contention failed both before Cozzns-Harpy, J., and on appeel, 
and it was held that the law was altered by section 10 of th 
Judicature Act, 1875. That section imports into Chancery 
administrations, and also into liquidations of companies, 
the Bankruptcy rules (1) as to the respective rights of secured 
and unsecured creditors, and (2) as to debts and liabilities 
provable, and yh: to the valuation of annuities and future 
and contingent liabilities. Vavenan Writs, L.J., thought 
that the case before the court came under the first of thess three 
clauses; Ricsy' and Romer, L.JJ., thought that it came under 
the second ; but all agreed that the Bankruptcy rule for paying 
all provable debts pari passu was im into 
administrations. Riesy, LJ., 8 of the words of the 
Act, said: ‘I think they mean whatever general rules are 
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in force in the Court of Bankruptcy for the time being with | 


regard to debts and liabilities provable shall apply in the 
administration of insolvent estates in Chancery.” 
had caused trouble upon many other points, and different judges 
had taken different views of it; so that cases were citeable in 
which a more limited effect was given to it. It was necessary 
to overrule two of these cases in order to arrive at the con- 
clusion above mentioned, and they were pronounced overruled 
accordingly—namely, Smith v. Morgan (L. R. 5 O. P. D. 837, 
28 W. R. Dig. 4) and Re Maggi, Winehouse v. Winehouse (30 
W. R. 729, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 545). 

We believe that this decision came rather as a surprise to 
the legal world ; and when it was given we can well understand 
that it led to the contention which was raised before Wricur, J., 
on the 27th of March last in the case of Re United Investment 
Corporation (1901, 1 Ch. 950), There a judgment creditor of a 
company had served a garnishee order nist upon a debtor to 
the company, and a petition to wind up the company had been 
presented before the order was made absolute, and the petition 
had resulted in a winding-up order. The liquidator contended 
that the debt had not been effectually garnished, and relied on 
section 45 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and section 10 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875. The 45th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, enacts that ‘‘wherea creditor . . has attached any 
debt . he shall not be entitled to retain the benefit of 
the . . . attachment unless he has completed the 

. attachment before the date of the receiving order, and 
before notice of the presentation of any bankruptcy petition, &c.,” 
and adds that ‘“‘an attachment of a debt is completed 
by receipt of the debt.” And the 10th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1875, imports into liquidations the same 
rules as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured 
creditors ‘‘as may be in force for the time being under the law 
of bankruptcy.” The liquidator certainly had a good argument 
to present, and was able to shew that in the case of the 
bankruptcy of an individual a garnishee order was ineffectual 
unless completed by actual receipt of the debt before the 
commencement of the bankruptcy: Re Zrchearne, Ex parte Ealing 
Local Board (39 W. R. 116; C. A., Oct., 1890). 

Nevertheless, the decision was against the liquidator. It had 
been decided in Re Withernsea Brickworks (29 W. R. 178, 16 
Ch. D. 337; C. A., Dec., 1880) that the old section 87 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, depriving execution creditors of 
the fruits of execution, where the sheriff had notice of a 
bankruptcy within fourteen days, was not imported into 
the liquidation of companies by section 10 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875. And it had also been held in Hasluck v. 
Clark (47 W. R. 471; 1899, 1 Q. B. 699, ©. A.) that section 45 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was not applicable to the 
administration of the estate of a deceased debtor under 
section 125 of the same Act; and it had been held by Curry, J., 
in Pratt v. Inman (38 W. R. 200, 43 Ch. D. 175, Dec., 1889) that 
it was not applicable to the administration of estates in the 
Chancery Division. Wnicut, J., therefore held that it did not 
apply to the liquidation of companies, and referred to Re 
Stanhope Silkstone Collieries Co. (27 W. R. 561, 11 Oh. D. 161; 
Feb., 1879, C. A.), which settled the effect of a garnishee order 
before the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and he declared that case to 
be still law setwitheiniliog section 45 of that Act. 

We see in these decisions the natural result of such an enact- 
ment as section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875. Instead of 
telling us what rules of bankruptcy are to be imported into 
liquidations and administrations of deceased debtors, it says 
that the rules relating to certain ill-defined matters are to be 
imported, and we thus find that different judges take different 
views of the scope of the measure, practitioners are unable to 
advise with confidence on any point which arises, judges of first 
instance find cogent authorities cited on both sides, and the 
Court of Appeal can only arrive at a decision by overruling 
some of the previous cases. 





Mr. Justice Day having been taken ill on circuit, Mr. Justice Bigham 
has had to take his place at the Worcester Assizes, The charge 4 the 
Commercial List, which was to have been taken by Mr. Justice Bigham 
during the absence of Mr. Justice Mathew, has, says thé Zimes, been 
taken over by Mr. Justice Phillimore for the present. 


he section | 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
RAINE v. RB. JOBSON & CO. 24th June. 


Master anp Servant—Emptoyvers’ Liasrtrry—Dock —Accipent To Worxk- 
MAN IN A Dock—Reparninc Sxrp—WorxkMEN'’s OOMPENSATION Act 
1879 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 7. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal. The 
appellant sought to ebtain compensation for the loss of her husband who 
was killed by an accident. The respondents, in whose employ the 
deceased was, were ship repairers, and hired a dry dock from the North- 
Eastern Railway Oo. for the june of examining and cleaning a 
damaged steamship. i e examination and cleaning of the 
vessel was taking place, the deceased workman was directed to 
go ashore for some affin; and whilst he was walking along 
a plank connecting the ship and the dock, this plank tilted and he fell to 
the bottom of the dock, sustaining injuries from which he died. The 
county court judge and the Oourt of Appeal held that the deceased at the 
time of the accident was not employed on, in, or about a factory withia 
the meaning of the Act. Merrill v. Wilson (1901, 1 Q. B. 35) and Flowers 
v. Chambers (47 W. BR. 513; 1899, 1 Q. B. 142) were among the cases 
referred to. 

Tue Hovss (Earl of Hatssury, L.C., and Lords Macnacuran, Sxanp, 
Brampton, and Linpizy) allowed the appeal. 

The Earl of Hatssury, L.O., in the course of his judgment, said the 
decision of the Court of Appeal ought to be reversed. Some difficulty has 
arisen from the way the Legislature had applied various Acts as ancillary to 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act. I quite agree that it would appear from 
that Act of Parliament that it was not within the contemplation of that 
statute to deal with the relations of shipowners and sailors when engaged 
in their ordinary occupation. But although I quite agree that this was the 
true view of what this Act of Parliament had done, it seems to me that 
it would be an extraordinary consequence of that supposed omission that 
éverything done in, upon, or near a ship was to be excluded from the Act 
of Parliament. It would be an extraordinary extension of that immuniiy, 
that because it happened to be a ship which was concerned it should be 
excluded from the Act of Parliament in general. I know of no rule which 
should make such a course necessary. There was herea firm, part of whose 
business consisted in the repair of ships. For that purpose they hired a dock. 
In the course of the employment they would clearly, within this Act, be 
bound to pay compensation in case of the death or injury of a workman: 
and the fact that it was the case of a ship is, to my mind, absolutely 
irrelevant. The respondents were at that moment the hirers of a dry dock. 
The plaintiff assumed that the ship was to be put into dry dock to be 
cleaned and repaired ; and for the tame of cleaning the external part of 
the ship had to be protected, and the dry dock was the ordinary machinery 
for doing so. This man was a hired labourer. He was sent from the ship 
to the land downa gangway. The way slipped and he was precipitated 
down and killed. Assuming a dock to be within the statute—and as to that 
by frank and proper admission this dock, under the Act, was a ‘‘ factory” 
within the meaning of the statute, there was a man killed by an accident 
in the factory—which factory was a dock—and the accident happened in 
the course of his employment, while he was employed by the persons hiring 
the dock for the purpose of their trade. The dry dock was the ordinary 
piece of machinery of which the respondents were in occupation or had 
the use. Every element was satisfied by the facts of this case which was 
required to give the right to compensation. The other noble and learned 
lords concurring, the decision of the Court of Appeal was accordingly 
reversed.—CounseL, R. J. Simey and H. A. Johnston ; Ruegg, K.C., aud 
E. Shortt. Soxscrrons, Charles H. Dodd, tor Dodd, West Hartlepool; Wm. 


Hurd § Son. 
(Reported by C. H. Gnarron, Barrister-at-Law. | 











Court of Appeal. 


HIRST v. WEST RIDING UNION BANKING 60. (LIM ) AND ANOTHER, 
No. 1. 24th June. % 


Fatsz ReprresentaTion—RerresentaTion as TO Ornepit or ANOTHER— 
‘“‘Sionzgp BY THE Parry to we Onarcep’’—OComrany IncoarorateD 
Unspgr tHe Oompanres Acts—Srarure oy Fravups AMENDMENT ACT, 
1828 (9 Guo. 4, o. 14), 5. 6. 


Application by the defendants for judgment or a new trial ia a0 
action tried before Grantham, J., and a special jury at Leeds. The 
action was brought against the defendant bank and the manager of 
one of their branches to recover damages for alleged fraudulent 
misrepresentation as to the credit of a firm named William Black- 
burn & Oo. (Limited), of Oleckheaton, whereby the plaintiff wa 


ene to on credit to William Blackburn & Oo. for goods supplied. 
ap 
| the plaintiff’ 


that upon an inquiry being made in September, 1898, by 
6 bankers from the defendant bank, who were William 
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Blackburn & Oo.’s bankers, as to whether William Blackburn & Oo. were 
respectable and trustworthy to the extent of £2,000 to £3,000, and whether 
the company had issued debentures or not, the manager of the branch 
stated in a letter signed by himself that the parties inquired after were 
respectable and appeared to readily obtain credit for the amount mentioned 
in the trade; and that ‘‘ the debentures are held privately.’’ At the trial 
the jury found that the representation contained in the first part of the 
letter was true, but that the representation contained in the second part of 
the letter was false in fact, and that the plaintiff was prejudiced 
by agreeing to take bills instead of cash. Ju mt was 
accordingly entered for the plaintiff as against both defendants for 
the amount of damages assessed by the jury. The defendants appealed, 
the bank contending that they were not liable for the representation of 
their manager as to the credit of William Blackburn & Co., on the ground 
that under 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, s. 6 (commonly called Lord Tenterden’s Act), 
the representation must be in writing signed by the party to be charged 
therewith, and that the signature of an agent would not do: Swift v. 
Jewsbury (22 W.R 319, L. R. 9 Q. B. 301). It was contended on behalf 
of the plaintiff that section 6 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, did not apply toa 
limited company, as it was not possible for a company to “sign” a 
document in its own handwriting, and that therefore the common law 
applied, and the representation need not be in writing. Section 6 pro- 
vides that ‘‘ no action shall be brought whereby to charge any person upon 
or by reason of any representation or assurance made or given concerning 
the character, conduct, credit, ability, trade, or dealings of any other 
person ’’ to the intent or purpose that such other person should obtain 
money or goods upon credit, ‘‘ unless such representation or assurance b3 
made in writing, signed by the party to be charged therewith.”” [No 
question of law arose upon the manager’s appeal, which was dismissed. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surra, M.R., Vavonan Wiiams and 8rr1aiine, L JJ.) 
allowed the bank’s appeal, holding that the Act applied to a limited 
company, and that therefore the bank were not liable as they had not 
signed the letter.—CounseL, Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., Sir Robert Reid, 
K C., Montague Lush, and Compston; Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and Longstaffe. 
Souicrrors, A. M. Bradley, for Berry ¢ Berry, Hudderefield ; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for Ramsden, Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WAUDBY v. WAUDBY AND BOWLAND. No. 1. 2ist June. 


Drvorce—Costs—Pertition ny Hussanp ror DissotuTion or Marriace— 
No Securiry ror Wire's Costs—Jury Disacree as TO Wire’s ALLEGED 
ApULTERY—NeEw Triar—Rienut or Wire to Costs or Anortivs TRIAL 
BEFORE THE SECOND TRIAL HAS BEEN Hk&ARD—APPRBAL FROM RerusaL oF 
PresiDENT TO OnpER Costs—Locus Stanpr or Co-RESPONDENT ON SUCH 
APPEAL, ° 


Application by the wife, the respondent in the matrimonial suit, from a 
decision of Jeune, P., who (semdie) held that where a husband sued for 
dissolution of marriage on the ground of the wife’s adultery, and no 
security was given for the costs the wife might incur, the wife was not 
entitled to be paid her costs if the trial proved abortive. The action was 
brought by the husband, who accused his wife of having committed 
adultery with the co-respondent Bowland. The wife denied the charge of 
misconduct on her part and charged her husband with cruelty and adultery. 
The co-respondent denied the charge againsthim. The husband denied the 
charge of cruelty and pleaded condonation as to one specific act of adultery. 
The jury at the trial intimated that they were unable to agree as to the 
alleged adultery of the wife with the co-respondent or as to the respondent 
having condoned the husband’s adultery and cruelty which had been 
admitted during the trial by his counsel. They, however, expressed 
themselves as satisfied as to the petitioner’s cruelty and adultery, but the 
learned President declined to take a verdict as to part of the case. The 
jury were accordingly dismissed. Subsequently an application was made 
on behalf of the wife for the costs of the abortive trial, and the matter 


having been fully argued judgment was reserved. On the 9th of May the | Party 


President delivered judgment, holding that,the application must be refused : 
eee report, antec, p. 503. From that judgment the wife appealed, and gave 
notice to that effect to the co-respondent. Counsel ha been heard 
in support of the wife’s contention that an order for her costs of the 
abortive trial should be made, and should not depend on the result of the 
new trial, which if it resulted adversely to her would mean that she might 
never ve them, counsel for the co-respondent rose to address the court. 
He repliéd, in answer to a question from Romer, L.J., whether as co- 
respondent to the matrimonial suit he had any Jocus standi in the present 
proceedings, that his client had no interest in the question of costs, but he 
was deeply interested in the entering of the issues. His submission would 
be, on the authorities he desired to cite, that on the facts the husband 
could not possibly obtain the relief he sought. 

Tue Covrr ruled that on such an application as the present the co- 
a could not be .heard. 

unsel for the petitioner then submitted that no injustice had been done 
by the learned President’s postponing the wife’s application for costs. He 
had not ti ruled that she was not entitled to them. She had not needed 
assistance to bring her case to hearing. If the husband did not proceed to 
another trial, the wife would be entitled to ask for her costs as of a proceed- 
ing abandoned against her. If she was unable without assistance to proceed 
to another trial there was nothing to prevent her from app to tax her 
costs against her husband in respect of such future trial. If at the next 
trial she succeeded, she would, unless some 3s circumstances 
prevented it, obtain her full costs of both trials. He asked, therefore, 
that the appeal should be dismissed on the ground that no cause for 
ap had been made out by the appellant. 
Oovrr dismissed the application. 





A. L. Swrrs, M.R., said this application was made on the — 
ground Gat Ce ene ee ee to order the 8 
costs to be paid, and had in fact by his o — deprived the wife 
of the costs of the abortive trial in any event. the opinion of this court 
the judgment pronounced by the learned President had been misconstrued 
by the learned counsel who appeared for the wife. The President, as they 
read his judgment, had not absolutely decided the question, only 
it. The jury in fact never gave a verdict and therefore there was no order 
to ap from, nor was it contended that the President was not entitled 
to refuse to take the finding of a jury on some only of the issues that 
had been raised by the proceedings. The application failed. 

Vaveuan Wituams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred —CounseL, Barnard, 
for the respondent; Bargrave Deane, K.O., and Priestley, for the petitioner ; 
Grazebrook, for the co-respondent. Soxicrrors, Long § Gardner; Iliffe, 
Henley, §& Sweet ; Ridsdale & Son, for George Cromby § Sons, York. 


[Reported by Easxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law. |} 


ALMAN v, OPPERT, No. 2. 2st June, 


Practicgs ~-ParricuLars—ReasonaBLe Grounp ror Betrer—Dreectors’ 
Luasitiry Act, 1890, s. 3. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Day, J., in chambers and raised a 
question of some importance—namely, whether in an action under the 
Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, where the defendant sets up the defence - 
that he had reasonable ground for believing the statements in the 
prospectus to be true, he can be ordered to give particulars of the ground 
of his belief. Section 3 of the Act provides that every director or person 
who has authorized the issue of a prospectus shall be liable to pay com- 

msation to all persons who shall subscribe for shares or debentures for 

cutatech bar reason of any untrue statement therein unless it is 
proved that he had reasonable ground to believe and did up to the time of 
the allotment believe that the statement was true. The action in the 
present case was brought by a number of holders of first mortgage 
debentures issued by a ——7 called the Grosvenor Mansions Oo. 
(Limited) against directors of the company claiming com under the 
Act in respect of alleged untrue statements contained in the prospectus on 
the faith of which the plaintiffs applied for their debentures. By their 
defence the directors said that they and each of them bond jide believed and 
still believed the statements in the pros to be true, and that they 
had reasonable ground for such belief. e plaintiff applied in chambers 


for an order for particulars as to the ground of the defendants’ belief. 
The defendants contended that it would be im ble to give such 
particulars without disclosing the whole of their evidence. Day, J., 


refused the application. The plaintiff now appealed. 

Tus Oovrt = and Sriruine, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Coutiss, L.J., said he thought that particulars ought to be given. 
The question raised by the defence was whether the defendants 
had reasonable ground for believing the statements in the prospectus to be 
true. The plaintiffs, who would have to dispute the assertion that the 
grounds of ef were reasonable, ought to know what those 
were. The defendants who set °P the grounds of their belief have 
to prove that they were reasonable, and it would not be an unfair burden 
to throw upon them to call upon them to state what the grounds of their 
belief were. There might, perhaps, be some difficulty in stating what the 
grounds of belief were, but his lordship did not think the difficulty 
insuperable. There were other cases (such as, for instance, an action 
malicious prosecution, where the defence was that there was reasonable 
and probable cause) in which particulars addressed to the state of mind of 
the person who to give them were allowed, and all these cases could 
be dealt with without a study of authorities on metaphysics. There was 
no doubt underlying the giving of culars the cardinal principle that 
@ man could not be compelled to that which was empendl 
defendant was unable to analyze the grounds of his belief he must say so. 

Srraiine, L.J., agreed. ae object of particulars was to enable the 
asking for them to know — ee meet po dagesten a 
to save unnecessary expense and a’ being taken by surprise. 
appeared to his lordship to be perfectly possible to state in 
the grounds of the defendants’ belief, and in the present case he 
it was necessary that further particulars should be giren bg tt 
were stated iu the defence.—Oovunssi, Montague Lush ; Bremner. 

Haslam § Co. ; Ashurst, Morris, § Co. 
(Reported by S, E. Witurams, Barrister-at-Law, ! 


Re GIORGI. GIORGI vc. WOOD. No. 2. 2ist June. 


Marrgisp Woman—Resrraint on ANTicrpaTION—ReMOVAL BY THE OotaT— 
Payment or Dents Incurrgp TaHroves ExrravacaNnce—OonvsYANcING 
Act, 1881, s. 39. 


g 


i 


money in speculative investments. It also appeared that the interest on 
the money she borrowed amounted to £440 
in the event of the restraint on anticipation removed, to insure her life 
for the sum of £7,000 the interest on which would amount to the sum of £280 
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Tue Covrrt (Cotiins and Sriauine, L.JT } dismissed the appeal. 

Conuins, L.J., said: This is an appeal from a decision of Cozens- 
Hardy, J., on a matter of discretion under section 39 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. The lady’s income was subject toa restraint on anticipation. 
She was separated from her husband and had lived beyond her 
income. She had no children and was solely entitled to the property. 
There was nobody else interested in the fund except her next-of- 
kin. She had incurred debts to the extent of £6,500 partly by 
extravagant living and partly by speculative adventures which were called 
investments. An arrangement had been proposed for paying off the 
debts, and she now desired to have the restraint on anticipation removed 
for the purpose of carrying out the arrangement. It was suggested that 
the arrangement was one which any prudent man would adopt under the 
circumstances, and that therefore the court ought to sanction it. But his 
lordship thought that they ought not to lay down any principle as to the 
way in which the discretion was to be exercised, though one element in 
coming to a conclusion was the inception of the debts. The judge below 
did not think he ought to accede to ‘the application, and it could not be 
said that he had exercised his discretion wrongly. 

Srreiine, L.J., agreed. He was unable to see that the discretion had been 
wrongly exercised. The section required for its exercise that the court 
should be satisfied that it would be for the benefit of the married woman, 
and subject to that the Legislature had left it to the court to decide. The 
Legislature not having laid down any rules, it was not for the court to do 
so. Each case must be decided on its own merits. The debts in this case 
had been incurred by gross extravagance, and the court ought not to lay 
down that where a person incurs debts through extravagaut living he or 
she can come to the court for assistance in paying off those debts. His 
lordship was by no means satisfied that the proposed arrangement was 
altogether for the benefit of the married woman or was within the section. 
On the other hand his lordship wished to repeat what he had often said 
before, that the word ‘‘ benefit’? ought not to be construed in a narrow 
sense. In the present case the discretion bad been rightly exercised, and 
the appeal must be dismissed.—Counszt, R J. Parker ; Romer. So.tcitors, 
Pontifex, Hewitt, § Pitt. 

[Reported by 8. E, Wi1114ms, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Ez parte Rev. J.J. H 8. PENNINGTON. 
Kekewich, J. 18th June. 


Prsiic Bopy—Money Par Into Covatr—Rerairs to Cuancet—Costs oF 
Orrosinc Britt iy PARLIAMENT. 


This was a petition by the rector of St. Clement Danes f r the sum of 
£500 to be paid out of court to himself, out of the investments representing 
a sum of £7,500 paid by the London County Ceuncil as compensation for the 
taking of a portion of the churchyard of St. Clement Danes io pursuance of 
the London Osunty Council Improvements Act, 1899. The petitioner 
claimed to have £195 11s. 11d, of this sum applied in paying the costs of 
his opposition to the London County Council’s Bill which subsequently 
became the Act in question and the remainder in paying for repairs to the 
chancel of the church, for which ‘he was liable as rector of the parish. 
The evidence shewed that the total endowments of the church produced 
asum of £120 a year, aud that there was no rectory house, so that the 
rector had to rent a house to livein. In support of the patition reference 
was. made to Ex parte Rector of Claypole (16 iq. 574) and to Re Ormerod’s 
Settled Estate (40 W. R. 490 ; 1892, 2 Ch. 318), and it was claimed that the 
rector combined in hims:lf the positions of tenant for life and trustee, and 
was the only person who could oppose the Bill in the interests of the 

. On the part of the London County Council no opposition was 
offered to the petition. 

Kexewicu, J.—As regards the repairs to the chancel, I think there is 
sufficient authority in the case of Er parte Rector of Ulaypole, and I have no 
difficulty as to the sum asked for being a proper one. 1 do not wish to cast 
the elightest doubt upon the decision of North, J., as to the Parliamentary 
expenses; he has eaid that there is jurisdiction to pay them. The money 
cannot be paid to the rector himself unless he has himself paid for the 
repairs first. There must therefore be produced a veritied contract with 
someone by which the rector makes himself personally liable; aud as 
regards the Parliamentary expenses, in order to save the cost of taxation 
the bill should be referred toa solicitor having Parliamentary experience.— 
Counszi, S. 0. Buckmaster; F. Thompson. Sorisctrons, J. C. ¢ W. W. 
Isaacson ; Blazland, 


[Reported by J. F. Isxxix, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re ESTATE OF A H. SYNGE. Kekewich, J. 
Coxrempr or Court IN 


18th June. 


IngLanp—Orper not Prorerty Servep— 
AtracuMentT Rervsep. 


Motion for leave to issue a writ of attachment against Alexander 
Hamilton Synge for a of court, committed by disobeying an 
order of the Land Judge of the Chancery Division of the High Oourt of 
Justice in Ireland. Mrs. Eliza Davis, the applicant, being entitled to a 
charge upon a reversionary life interest of the respondent in certain real 
property in Wicklow, in 1889 presented a petition to the Land Court for 
the of the interest. In 1890 an order for sale was made, and on 
the 27th of March, 1899, a consequential order was made by 
the ‘Land Judge for the respondent to lodge in court on oath all 

in his custody, t relating to the 


er, oF procuremen 
property to be sold within ton days of the vervice of the order upon him. 
er hs aay ee fae sige i this order was personally 

upon him in the city of London. ving failed to obey this order, 





he was on the 9th of June, 1899, served with notice of motion for attach- 
ment, and on 30th of June an order for attachment was made by the Land 
Judge. This order was subsequently stayed and ultimately set aside on the 
ground that there was no power to serve the order to lodge the deeds out 
of the jurisdiction of the Irish court. The applicant then applied to the 
Lord Chancellor of England, and on the 26th of March of the present year 
the order of the 27th of March, 1899, was enrolled (in accordance with the 
statutes 41 Geo. 3, c. 90 and 21 & 22 Vict. c. 72) in the Chancery 
Division of the English High Court. A copy of the order for enrolment 
was personally served on the respondent. For the applicant it was ur, 
that after the enrolment of the Irish order it had precisely the same effect 
asif it had originally been made in England. On behalf of the respondent 
counsel argued that the procedure was mistaken, and that the Acts direct- 
ing enrolment were not intended to provide a method of substituted service. 
The order had consequently not been served, and as jurisdiction to attach 
did not arise until ten days after service of the order there could now be no 
jurisdiction to make the order asked for. 

Kexewicn, J.—The Act of 1858 extends the statute of George III. to 
such cases as the present. We therefore turn to the latver statute, merely 
reading it asso extended. It provides for the enrolment of orders of a 
certain kind, and then that the *‘ Lord Cnancellor, Lord Keeper, or Lords 
Commissioners for the Great Seal of England shall cause process 
of attachment and committal to issue againstthe person of the party against 
whom such order or decree shall have been made respectively in order to 
enforce obedience to and performance of the same as fully and effectually to 
all intents and purposes as if such order or decree had been originally 
pronounced in the said Court of Chancery in England.”’ The cases cited 
to me shew that the court has not been reluctant to exercise the jurisdic- 
tion conferred by directing enrolment and attachment. Nowadays no 
attachment issues except upon notice of motion. What we have to see is 
that the order now asked is properly made so as to enforce obedience to or 
performance of this Irish order. It is admitted that the service of the 
order was not justified by the practice of the High Court in Ireland. 
There is no disobedience to the order when it has not been properly 
served. Motion dismissed with costs. Leave to appeal granted.—CovunsEL, 
Buckmaster ; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and E£. Ford. Souicrrors, H. G. Campion 
§ Co. ; Hilbery. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszx1n, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
‘““THE SWINDON.” Jeune, P., and Barnes, J. 18th May: 14th June. 


ApMIRALTY —Jvrispiction or County Oournr—‘*‘Trmminc Boarp” 
Oommirrge—Coat Trimmers’ Union. 


This was an appeal from the County Court of Glamorganshire, holden at 
at Cardiff on the 11th of January, 1901. The plaintiffs were Mesers. 
Millers & Cory, of Oape Verde Islands, and clairaed for work done in 
trimming 2,948 tons of coal at 34d., amounting to £42 19s. 10d., and for 
2,843 tons at 23d., amounting to £32 11s. 6d. ‘The defendants were the 
Swindon Steamship Co., and owned the steamship Swindon. The 
case was really brought by the Trimmers’ Union, and raised a 
question of considerable interest to the shipping community inas- 
much as the jurisdiction of the county court and the Trimming 
Board Committee of the ‘Trimmers’ Union were brought into 
conflict. The facts were as follows: The steamship Swindon is a steel 
screw steamship of 5,750 tons, and is known as a “‘ selt-trimmer ’’—thatis, 
she is so constructed as to the size of her hatches and the height of her 
deck above the level of her coal when ladened down to her load-line as to 
save labour in getting her coal horizontal. The tariff rate for loading 
a vessel varies according to whether a vessel is a self-trimmer or not, 
and in the case in question the Trimming Board on the 24th of 
April, 1900, held that Zhe Swindon was a ‘‘self-trimmer.” On 
the action above referred to being brought in the county court the 
judge held that the question was one entirely of law, and that the count; 
court was seised ot the jurisdiction, and not the Trimming Board, 
and judgment was given for the plaintiffs for £66 7s. 1d. with costs. The 
defendants appealed, and it was contended on tneir behalf that inasmuch 
as the respondents had to accept the tariff rate of the port under 
paragraph 4 of the charter-party of the 17th of March, 1900, they had 
agreed to allow the authorities of the port to determine what the rate 
should be, for if the county court was to take a ship out of the board’s 
classification the tariff iteelf would be thereby upset. For the respondents 
it was contended that the tariff rate had no legislative or contractual effect 
whatever, but was merely an arrangement to avoid disputes. 

Baznzs, J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said: This is an 
appeal from the decision of the county court judge at Oardiff holding the 
piaintiffs entitled to recover from the defendants the sum of £66 7s. 1d. 
tor the expense of trimming a of coal‘in the steamship Swindon at 
Cardiff in April, 1900. The Bwinden was chartered by her ownere, the 
defendants, to the = by charter-party of the 17th of March, 1900, 
to load at Cardiff, Penarth, or Barry a cargo of coal for St. Vincent, Oape 
Verde Islands, at 10s. 3d. per ton ht, which was to be in free of 
trimming and certain other charges, and the charter-party provided that 
the cargo was to be trimmed by men appointed by the charterers at the 
tariff rate of the port. The vessel was with a cargo of coal at 
Cardiff under the charter-party in April, 1900, and almost 1,250 tons 
were trimmed by the trimmers. The trimming was paid for by the 
plaintiffs, and their case was that they were entitled to be by 
the defendants the above-mentioned sum of £66 7s. 1d., the 


tariff rate of the port at 2 ee ee of 
the said vessel, treating ser ts ceeded ean p defatianty 





counterclaim was that the vessel had been held by the Trimming 
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Committee, a board at Cardiff, to be what is termed a “‘ celf-trimmer,”’ 
and tbat all that they were bound to pay was the sum of £30 3s, 3d., 
which is at the rate of 1}d. per ton fixed by the board; and they paid this 
sum into court. It was admitted that, if the vessel was to be treated asa 
self-trimmer, the defendants had paid enough into court, but thatif the vessel 
was not to be treated as a self-trimmer, the plaintiffs were entitled to 
succeed. The county court judge held upon the evidence given before 
him that the vessel was not a self-trimmer, and that the Trimming 
Board had not jurisdiction to hold that she was. The first point is 
whether the parties are bound by the decision of the committee of the 
Trimming Board. The only stipulations between the parties are those 
referred to in the charter-party, the effect of which is that the defendants 
have to pay for the trimming at the tariff rate of the port. The question, 
then, is, what was the tariff rate of the port for this vessel? The 
trimming tariff has been arranged between the coal shippers and the 
Cardiff, Penarth, and Barry Coal Trimmers’ Union as in the little 
book which was before the court. This provides in the first instance that 
on and after the 15th of December, 1890, the charges for trimming coal 
and coke on board sailing and steam vessels within the port of iff 
would be in accordance with certain scales set out therein, and the charge 
in the scales for The Swindon, treating her as a one-deck vessel, is 23d. per 
ton. It appears that after the tariff had been in existence for some years 
vessels denominated self-trimmers came into use, and then a further 
agreement was made. That agreement is to be found on p. 7 of the 
tariff book, and is as follows: ‘‘It is hereby agreed by and between the 
undersigned representatives of the coal shippers and of the Cardiff, 
Penarth, and Barry Coal Trimmers’ Union that supplemental to 
the terms of the tariff arranged and i date the 15th of 
December, 1890, in respect of steamers denominated self-trimmers 
that rates shewn on attached schedule, being those now paid, 
shall apply to steamers already known as frequenting the port, 
and that such steamers shall be classified according to the rates = 
into groups, and any new steamers or boats not included in this list, 
but which may be of the same type as rds the work involved in 
trimming, shall be included in the corresponding group.’? The book then 
gives a list of self-trimming steamers with the charges opposite each, and 
has at p. 27 the following clause: ‘‘ Thechargesfor any self-trimmers 
not included in this list must be fixed by the Disputes Committee.” It is 
under these provieions that the defendants contended that, the Trimming 
Board having held that the vessel is a self-trimmer, and that the rate to 
be paid was 13d , they, the defendants, are liable for no more. How the 
matter came before the Trimming Board is not very clear. It would 
seem that the trimmers demanded of the plaintiffs the higher rate as if 
the vessel were not a self-trimmer, and, according to some ot the witnesses, 
the master of the veseel told the trimmers to go on at the usual rate. All 
that is to be found from the evidence with regard to the matters coming 
before the board is that the owners a to have applied to the com- 
mittee called the Trimming Board to have Zhe Swindon held to be a self- 
trimmer, and it seems to have been assumed in argument that, if the 
board had jurisdiction under the provisions aforesaid to decide this 
matter, the tariff rate has been properly paid by them at lid. per 
ton for The Swindon, and the case was argued before us reall 
upon the construction of the clauses of the iff book above mentioned. 
The county court judge’s opinion is contained in the following : 
“ After considering it before, and considering it again to-day, I can see it 
is clear ([ bave not the slightest doubt about it) that, in the event of any 
question srising as to the proper classification of such steamer, or any 
other question which affects the application of the tariff generally, on the 
best consideration I can give to it, that only means what rate is to be 
paid, and, before the Trimming Committee can determine what rate is to 
paid, somebody, and not the Trimming Committee, must determine in 
the case whether a vessel is denominated a self-trimmer or not.’”” We are 
of opinion that he is right. The tanff book gives rates for veesels gener- 
ally, and these contain the above-mentioned clause about self-trimmers, 
which may be considered as exceptions from the general rates. Ocertain 
vessels are specified as ‘‘ séif-trimmers,”” and such steamers are to be 
classified according to the rules into groups, and then any new steamers 
or boats not included in the list, but which may be of the same type as 
regards the work involved in trimming, shall be included in the correspond- 
ing group, but all that the committee have power to decide is any question as 
to the cate age see of such steamer. There is no clear and definite 
wording which gives the committee power to say whether the vessel is a 
“ self-trimmer ” or not, but their powers = to be confined to fixing 
the rate for a vessel which is a “ self- er.’’ This may be incon- 
venient, and it certainly seems desirable that such questions relating to 
contentions as are necessary to be determined in such a case should be 
decided by a committee of experts, but, according te our of the 
rules, the decision of what is a self-trimmer has not been left to the com- 
mittee. The wording of the clause on p. 27 also justifies these views. 
Grounds were urged before us for holdmg on the one hand that it was, 
and on the other hand that it was not, intended that the committee should 
have the power contended for by the defendants. Whatever the intention 
may have been, we cannot go beyond the tariff rules themselves. We do 
not consider that the words ‘‘ any other question which affects the op lica- 
tion of the tariff generally "’ gave the power contended for by the d- 
ants. Having regard to the collocation and the fact that the powers 
connected with new steamers had been already dealt with, and that this general 
clause may have effect given to it in relation to other points in the 


tariff, we cannot consider that it was intended to confer a power which had 
not been expressly conferred when any new self-trimmers were dealt 
with. The judge of the court below had then to determine whether in 
und for differing 
e plaintiffs gave 


fact the vessel] was a “‘ self-trimmer.’’ We see no 
from him, having regard to the evidence given. 





evidence to the effect that the vessel required as much trimming as any 
ordinary vessel, and the defendants attempted to meet this by certain 
evidence as to the loading of a sister ship on a special occasion, which 
county court judge has dealt with fully in his judgment. Whether or 
a vessel is a “ self-trimmer ’’ appears to be a question of degree, 
defendants do not appear to have given any adequate evidence as 
constituted a ‘‘self-trimmer’”’ or made any attempt to give evidence 
sizes of hatches, details of constructions, or to properly compare 
Swindon with other vessels which are treated as ‘‘ self-trimmers.”’ 
ever might have been the result if such evidence had been given, 
of opinion that, upon the evidence which was before the court 
present case, the vessel has not been brought within the of the 
which relates to “‘ self-trimmers,’’ and the ordinary tariff rate con’ 
—— the plaintiffs must be paid. The appeal must be di with 
coats. 

Jung, P., on the application of the appellants, gave leave to appeal on 
the question of law.—OounseL, Abel Thomas, K.U., and Montague Lush ; 
Eldon Bankes, K.0., and Bailhache. Soutcrrors, Botterell § Roche, for 
ane $ Roche, Oardiff ; Downing, Bolam, § Co , for Downing § Handcock, 


[Reported by Gwryxe Hatt, Barrister-at-Lavw. | 


fete Fe 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ALDERSON ». J. & J. W. PALLISER. Div. Court. 21st June. 


County Courr—Pracrice—ProxrsiTionN—WANT OF JURISDICTION—ORDER 
ror (ommirraL—Watver or Ossection—R.S OC. XXYV. 4a. 


Appeal by the defendants from a decision of Bucknill, J., at chambers, 
refusing to order a writ of prohibition to issue to the judge of the 
Penrith County Court. The plaintiff had obtained in the couuty court 
udgment against the defendants for £15 7s. 4d., and on the 7th of 

ecember, 1900, the judge made an order that this sum should 
be paid by instalments. The order not having been complied 
with, in March, 1901, the plaintiff applied for leave to issue 
a@ judgment summons. Neither of the defendants dwelt, or carried 
on business, or was employed within the district of the county 
court, and the case came, therefore, within ord. 25, r. I4a, of 
the County Court Rules, which provides that: ‘‘ Where a debtor does 
not dwell, or carry on business, and is not employed within the district of 
the court in which the judgment was obtained, the summons shall not be 
issued from that court without leave of the judge. The application for 
leave shall be made upon affidavis according to the form in tne ap 
and leave shall not be granted unless the judge is satisfied the 
evidence afforded by such affidavit, if uncontradicted, would justify the 
maxing of an order of commitment against the debtor.’’ Leave to issue 
the judgment summons in the present case was applied for on an affidavit 
which was admittedly insufficient, in view of the decision in McIntosh v. 
Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 487), to satisfy the rule. The judge having, how- 
ever, made an order for committal, the defendants applied for a writ of 
prohibition, which was refused by Bucknill, J., at chambers, on the ground 
that the defect in the jurisdiction of the county court judge had been 
waived by the defendants partly by a letter written by their solicitors after 
the ju ent summons was issued, and partly by certain statements in a 
joint affidavit by the defendants in answer to the summons. For the 
defendants it was argued that, the defect being apparent on the face of 
the proceedings, it was not such a defect as could be waived: McIntosh v. 
Simpkins (1901, 1 Q. B. 487), Farquhareon v. Morgan (1894, 1 Q. B. 552). 
Counsel _ the respondent having cited Moore v. Gamgee (25 Q. B. D. 244), 
was stopped. 

Txe Uovurr dismissed the appeal. : 

Rivxey, J., said the question was whether the dismissal of the applica- 
tion for a writ of probibition by Buckwuill, J., ought to be affirmea. It 
was not seriously disputed that if the defect of juricdiction could be waived 
it had been waived. The difficulty arose from the Cae gam 
MeIntosh . Counsel oS defendants had relied on case, 
more particularly upon a passage ju 
appeared in the re of the case in the Law Times Reports (vol. 48, 
p. 21), though it did not appear in the Law Reports. The county court 
judge had power under the statute and under the County 
eommit upon certain conditions. By the County Oourt Rules, ord. 
25, r. 1, it was provided that in such a’case as the present a j t 
summons should not issue without leave; and that “the for 
leave shall be made upon affidavit according to the form in the appendix, 
and leave shall not granted unless the judge is 
evidence afforded by such affidavit, if uncon j 
making of an order of commitment against the debtor.” The 
Act, 1869, gave the court power to commit subject to the provisions con- 
tained in the Act and subject to the prescribed rules. In this case the 
affidavit did not contain the particulars ocntinel 2 Gh gree 
But there were circumstances from which a waiver of defect by the 
defendants ought to be inferred 1f there could be such a waiver. 
McIntosh v. Simpkins was before the Court of Appeal this — was not 
before the court The question there was whether the affidavit was sufficient, 
and, in Gosling wi Sengatan, tee Senet Se Se ae 
opinion the proceedings were wrong ab initio, on 
hibition should stand, and it would appear chat Uslline anf Romer, L.5d 
agreed that there was a failure of jurisdiction ¢é initio. Assuming that the 
case was one in which the proceedings could be 
that was because a condition precedent had not 
it was a case in which there never could be j for 
himself, he thought the better view was that it was com the 
person concerned to waive the benefit of such a condition precedent ; and 
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that if there was evidencs that the condition was waived the writ of 
prohibition should be refused The case was, however, not free from 
diffi:ulty, and was one in which it was desirable that there should be an 
opportunity of taking the opinion of the Court of Appeal. 


Bicuam, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CotnsgL, Lowenthal ; 
Whately. Sottcrtors, Goldman, for A. V. Hammond, Bradford; Bower, 
Cotton, § Bower, for Scott § Allan, Penrith. 


[Reported by Ersxixe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


MATTHEWS v. STRACHAN. Div. Court. 20th June. 


Loca Government—Pusiic Hratra—Powerss or Locat AvTHorIty— 
Drainace or New Burtpinc—Surveyor’s Rerport—Pvusiic HEALTH 
Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 25. 


In this case a question arose as to the extent of the powers conferred 
— local sanitary authorities by section 25 of the Public Health Act, 
1875. That section enacts as follows: ‘It shall not be lawful in any urban 
district newly to erect any house, or to rébuild any house which has been 
pulled down to or below the ground-floor, or to occupy any house so newly 
erected or rebuilt, unlees and until a covered drain or drains be constructed, 
of —_ 7 and materials, and at emp hape and with such fall as on the 
report of the surveyor may appear to the urban authority to be necessar 
for the effectual drainage of such house ; and the pon: a drains so to e 
constructed shall empty into any sewer which the urban authority are 
entitled to use, and which is within one hundred feet of some 
part of the site of the house to be built or rebuilt; but if 
no such means of drainage are within that distance, then 
shall empty into such covered cesspool or other place, not being 
under any house, as the urban authority direct. Any person who causes 
any house to be erected or rebuilt or any drain to be constructed 
in contravention of this section shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding 
fifty pounds.”” The appellant proposed to erect a house in Lyon-road. 
Harrow. Two sewers had been laid by the urban district council of 
Harrow in Lyon-road, each of which was within 100 feet of the site 
of the house. One was for the reception and conveyance of surface water 
only, the other for the reception and conveyance of sewage only. Before 
erecting the house the appeliant deposited plans of it in accordance with 
bye-laws made under section 157 of the Public Health Act, 1875. The 
council’s surveyor made a report to the council that the requirements for 
the effectual drainage of the house were: (a) One main drain of not less 
than din. internal diameter, for conveying sewage only, to be  s 
connected to the council’s sewage sewer; (5) one main drain of not les; 
than 4in. internal diameter, for conveying surface water only, to be . ‘ 
connected to the council’s surface water sewer. The council took into 
consideration and, after considerable discussion, passed a resolution 
approving the appellant’s plan, subject to the requirements contained in 
the above report as to the drainage of the house being carried out. Upon 
the following day the respondent, the clerk to the council, wrote to the 
appellant enclosing a copy of the surveyor’s report and calling upon the 
appellant to lay the drains in accordance with that report. The 
appellant did not lay two drains as required by the notice and 
report, but one only in the manner shewn in his deposited plans. 
An information was therefore laid before justices by the respondent against 
So —_ cee 0s Beare ye A offence under section 25. The 

8 surveyor was called us a witness before the justices. He admitted 
that the drain laid by the appellant would have bode perfectly ¢ffectual if 
there had been only one sewer in Lyon-road, and that his reason for 
reporting that separate drains ought to be laid, one for sewage only and 
one for surface water, was that it was desirable, with a view of facilitating 
the ultimate disposal of sewage by the council, that sewage only should be 
discharged into the sewage sewer, and surface water only into the surface 
water sewer, and that there were separate sewers for sewage and for surface 
water in Lyon-road. The justices held that they had no power to question 
the reasonableness of the requirements for the effectual drainage of the 
house, and convicted the appdllant. It was contended on behalf of the 
oopeinat that the council having considered what was suitable for the 

bitants at large, and not having confined themselves to what was 

for the effectual drainage of the house, had exceeded their 

power, and that the conviction was therefore bad. Un behalf of the 
respondent it was contended that the discretion of the council could not 
ogee with. Smith v. Chorley Rural Couneil (1897, 1 Q. B. 678) was 


Tue Oovrr (Brvtey and Bicuam, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Rivizy, J., said that the surveyor’s report, upon which the council 
a to have acted, was founded on a misconception, and the surveyor 
in makes % had gone beyond the powers conferred by section 25 of the 
Public th Act, 1875. The section contemplated only the effectual 
drainage of the house, and the local authority could not go beyond that 
ee for a of the inhabitants at large. No 
liability could own upon the owner i 
oe dy Pp ner in regard to such matters except 
Bicuam, J., said that section 25 empowered the local authorit, 
e : y to take 
into consideration certain matters, and certain matters only, for the 
of satisfying themselves whether the drain proposed was effectual 
taining the house—namely, the size, material, level, fall. If matters 
pg ee mage) et section were asked for, it was in effect 
er oO} e house to subscribe to a general system of 
pe og That was not the intention of the Act.—Covunset, MeCall, K.©., 
and A. F. Jenkin; Macmorran, K.0., and 8. G. Lushington. So.itcrrons 
Burgess $ Taylor ; Fishers. ‘ 


[Reported by C. G. Witszanm, Barrister-at-Law.) 





THRELKELD », SMITH. Div. Court. 17th June. 


Larceny—Psgrson Founp 1n Possgsston or Deer Kitten ny Him Ovraipe 
Forest—Larceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. oc. 96), ss. 12, 14, 


That was a case state by the justices for the county of Westmorland. 
The question for the court was whether the appellant had been rightly 
convicted under section 14 of the Larcany Act, 1861. That section enacts 
that: “It any deer . . . shall ba found in the possession of any person 
. . . and such person, being taken or summoned before a justice of 
the peace, shall not satisfy the justice that he came lawfully by such 
deer . . .’’ he shall be liable on conviction to a fine. From the facts 
stated it appeared that a Mr. Hasell was the lord of the barony of Barton 
and was the owner of the forest of Martindale, which is unenclosed, and 
in which he kept a herd of wild deer. Toe Earl of Lonsdale is the lord 
of the manor of Bampton, which adjoins the barony of Barton. The 
appellant was a tenant of Lord Lonsdale,and on the 18th of February, 
1901, shot one of Mr. Hassell’s deer whilst it was in the River Lowtoer, 
in the manor of Bampton, and took it to his farm, where he hidit. Som 
days later the police found the hidden deer. At the spot where the deer 
was killed the right of shooting was in Lord Lonsdale, aud the appellant 
had no authority from him to kill the deer. On behalf of the appellant it 
was contended (1) that the deer was fere nature and that anyone 
might seize and keep such animals, being fere nature, which 
have escaped from captivity, and therefore there could be no 
larceny of the deer; (2) that sections 12 and 13 of the Larceny 
Act, 1861, did not apply, as the deer when killed was neither 
in the enclosed nor in the unenclosed part of tae forest chase or purlieu ; 
and that therefore the appellant had committed no offence against either 
the common law or statute law. The istrates, however, were of opinion 
that the appellant had not satisfied them that he had come lawfully by the 
deer, because (1) he had not shewn that he had tae right of shooting on the 
common in the mauor of Bampton, and (2) taat he had unlawfully killed 
a deer ‘“‘ kept” in the enclosed part of a forest chase or purlieu withia tha 
meaning of section 12 of the Larceny Act, 1861, there being a difference 
between the word “‘ kept’’ and the word “being,” and they accordingly 
convicted him. 

Tue Court (Brotey and Bicuam, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Ripvtey, J., in giving judgment, said the question for the consideration 
of the court depended upon the construction of sections 12 and 14 of tae 
Larceny Act, 1861. Previous to that Act it nad been lawfal to kill 
animals outside certain boundaries, and he, the learned judge, did not 
think the Legislature intended to extend the owner’s rights within the 
forest outside the purlieu. ‘‘ Unlawfully,’’ in section 12, meant within 
the boundaries. The words “‘ kept or being in a forest ’’ related to animals 
which are kept in the forest, or which have added themselves to the 
animals kept there. The word ‘‘lawfully”’ in se:tion 14 is used in the 
same sense as in section 12. ‘The magistrates were therefore wrong, and 
the conviction would be quashed. 

Bicuam, J., in delivering judgment to the same effect, said section 14 
created no fresh offence, but meant that if the person charged shewed th st 
he bad not committed an offence under section 12 he should be acquitted, 
Section 12 does not refer to any acts done out-ide the purlieu of the 
forest, but to an act done within the forest, and to some avimal kept within 
the forest. Appeal allowed —Uounset, Shepherd Little ; Danckwerts, K.O. 
Soicrrors, Edwards § Sons, for Scott § Allan, Penrith; Pstchforth, King, § 
Heelis, for Bleaymire & Shepherd, Penrith. 

[Reported by E. G. St1ttwE.1, Barrister-at-Law. | 


POLL v. DAMBE. Div. Court. 14th May; 13th June. 


SurpprInc—SeamMaN—Mercuanr Suiprinc Actrs—Orrences—PsrsvaDino 
SEAMAN TO Desert FROM ForrigN Saip—Marcuant Sairprnc Act, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c 60), s. 236, sun-sEcTION 1. 


Tnis wasacase stated by the stipendiary magistrate for the County 
Borough of Cardiff for the opinion ot the High Court upon a question of 
law arising upon an information preferred by the respondent against the 
appellant under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60). 
The respondent was the master of the Rus-ian ship Lennox, which at the 
time ot the alleged offence was lying at the West Dock at Oardiff. The 
Lennox was not registered or owned in the United Kingdom, and was not 
a Britich ship, but a foreign ship. Oa the 25th of December, 1900, one 
Johannes Pilder, who was then a foreign seaman lawfully engaged on The 
Lennox, met the appellant Poll, a boarding master living at Oardiff. At 
this interview the appellant persuaded Pilder to desert from The Lennox 
and to join another ship where he would receive better wages. Pilder did 
then desert from The Lennox, and on the foliowing duy was taken 
to the railway station at Oardiff by the appellant, who, after 
providing him with a ticket, saw him leave the station in & 
train for Bristol in the company of five other sailors and an agent of the 
appellant. Pilder was subsequently arrested, on a warrant, as a deserter 
from The Lennox. Upon the hearing of the information charging the 
appellant, under section 236 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, with 
having unlawfully persuaded P.lder to desert from his ship, it was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellant that the magistrate had no jurisdiction 
to hear and determine the case, the offence beiag charged in respect of a 
foreign seaman engaged on a foreign ship, and that by sections 260 and 261 
of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, Part If. of the Act (under which head 
the section creating the offence is classified), section 236 was restricted in 
its application to those _ mentioned in those sections—viz., sea-going 
ships registered in the United Kingdom and sea-going British sbips 
registered out of the United Kingdom. The magistrate was of opinion 
that section 236 was applicable to foreign ships, that the words ‘‘ his 
ship” in that section were as general as the words “any ship in the 
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United yt in section 111, and that, as both sections were | Ratata, on which he was serving 
er 


classified un Part II. of the Act, the present case was governed by 
Reg. v. Stewart (80 L. T. R., p. 660). He therefore convicted the appellant 
and fined him £5 and costs, but stated this case for the opinion of the High 
Court. By section 236, sub-section 1, of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, it 
is provided that ‘‘ If a person by any means whatever persuades or attempts 
to persuade a seaman or apprentice to neglect or refuse to join or proceed 
to sea in or to desert from his ship or otherwise to absent himself from his 
duty, he shall for each offence in respect of each seaman or apprentice be 
liable to a fine not exceeding ten pounds.”’ 
Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Lawrance and Pariiimore, JJ.) 
in a reserved and written judgment, allowed the appeal, and held that the 
appellant was not liable to conviction under the above section. Sub- 
section 1 applies only to British ships and does not make it an offence to 
e a ceaman to desert from a foreign ship. Theconviction would be 
quashed. Judgment for appellant.—Oounsen, Bailhache; H. Sutton. 
Soxrcrrors, Riddell ¢ Co., for J. H. Jones, Cardiff ; Hier Jacob, for H. M. 


Rees, 
4 [Reported by E. G. Srituwewt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NUNN & CO. v. TYSON. JANE TYSON, Claimant. Div. Court. 
21st June. 


Marrrep Woman—Separate Estate—RestRaint oN ANTICIPATION— 

Cram ny Wire to Goops Reiiep on ror Hussann’s Dests—Costs— 

** Proceepines InstiruTED’’—Marrtep Women’s Property Act, 1893, 

c. 63, 8. 2. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs in the action from a decision of the 
judge of the Hereford County Court refusing to make an order 
against the claimant, Jane Tyson, under section 2 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1893, under the following circumstances. 
The. plaintiff company had obtained judgment in the county court 
against the claimant’s husband, and put in execution on certain goods 
believed to be his property. The claimant thereupon made a claim to the 
—_ in writing in accordance with ord. 27, r. 1, of the County Court 

ules, which claim was addressed and sent to the registrar of the county 
court, who was also the high bailiff. The high bailiff in due course took 
sut an interpleader summons; and under ord. 27, r. 4 (a), of the County 
Court Rules theclaimant furnished particulars of her claim, whereby she 
claimed the return of the gooods and £50 damages against the appellant 
company and the high bailiff. On the trial of the interpleader 
issue, in which the claimant was plaintiff, she failed to make 
out a title to the goods, and judgment was given against her. 
Section 2 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, provides that “‘ In 
any action or proceeding now or hereafter instituted by a married woman, 
or by a next friend on ber behalf, the court before which such action or 
proceeding is pending shall have jurisdiction by judgment or order from 
time to time to order payment of the costs of the —- party out of 
property which is subject to a restraint upon anticipation, and may enforce 
such payment by the appointment of a receiver and the sale of the pro- 
perty or otherwise as may be just.” The — company applied 
under this section for an order for payment of the costs of the proceed- 
ings out of the property of the claimant, which was subject to a restraint 
upon anticipation, and for the appointment of a receiver, but the applica- 
tion was r ed on the ground that it was not a casein w dings 
had been instituted by the claimant within the meaning of the section 
above cited. Hence the present appeal by the company. In the course 
ef the argument the following cases were cited: Hood Barrs v. Cathcart, 
(1894, 3 Ch. 376), Temple v. Temple (63 L. J. Q. B. 556), Moran v. 
Place (1896, P. 214), and Hood Barrs v. Heriot (1897, A. O. 177). 

Tue Court (Riviey and Bicsam, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Ruwizy, J., said he thought that the institution of the proceedings did 
not commence with the taking out of the summons by the high bailiff, but 
with the notice sent by the claimant. The case of Hood Barrs v. Heriot did 
not conclude this case, for all that was decided there was that a defendant 
who unsuccessfully appealed against a decision did not thereby institute 
proceedings. Moran v. Place, relied on by the respondent, decided that a 
woman who had entered a caveat in respect of a will had not thereby 
instituted proceedings, but there the lady claimed nothing, but merely 
atked that if anything was done to set up the will she should have notice, 
The instituting of proceedings there was what was subsequently done 
Here the lady claimed the goods as her pro , and gave the bailiff 
notice to that effect. If the execution creditor had admitted her claim 
the would have obtained possession of the goods. Therefore by this act 
she instituted proceedings to establish her claim. It could not be said that 
the summons that had to be taken out when the lady’s claim was 
challenged was the instituting of the proceedings. The county court 
judge was wrong in not making the order asked for. 

Biauam, J., gave judgment to the same effect —CounsrL, H. Herford ; 
Houston. Soxticrrors, H. J. Mannings ; Wilmer $ Reeves, tor W. J. Pickin, 
Berkhampstead. 

[Reported by Erxsxive Rep, Barrister-at-Law. )} 
Div. Court. 


DAVIDSSON +, HILL AND OTHERS. 16th May; 
20th 


June. 
Neo1icence—Jvurispicrion—ALIEN—Deratu on Hicu Sas ny NecucEencer 
or British Sunsect—Action ror Damacrs ny REPRESENTATIVE OF 
Decrassp—Fatat Accipents Acr, 1846 (9 & 10 Vicr. c. 93), s. 1. 


In this case the question was raised whether an action could be 
maintained under Lord Campbell’s Act by the re tative of an alien 
whore death on the high seas has been caused by the negligence of a 
British subject. On the 11th of August, 1900, Johan Davidsson, a Norwegian 


as sailmaker, and the British steamship 
Exeter City, owned by the defendants. The collision and the uent 
death of Johan Davideson were caused by the 
navigation of The Exeter City by the defendants’ servants. The plaintiff, 
who was the widow of the brought an action on behalf of herself 
and children under the provisions of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 93 (Lord Campbell’s 
Act) and 27 & 28 Vict. c. 95 to recover compensation for the death of the 
deceased. The question whether upon the facts above stated the 
laintiff was entitled to recover damages was argued before the Divisional 
lourt. It was contended on bebalf of the plaintiff that though the case 
of Adam v. British and Foreign Steamship Co. (1898, 2Q B. 430) was an 
authority against the claim put forward by the plaintiff, yet that 
the current of the earlier decisions was in her favour. The 
following cases were cited: The Guldfave (L. R. 2 A. & E. 325), 
The Explorer (L. R. 3 A. & E. 289), The Franconia (2 P. D 163), 
Harris vy. Hamburg (2 ©. P. D. 173), The Vera Cruz (9 P. D. 88, at 
p 96, and 10 App Oas. 59), Colguhon v. Haddon (22 Q B. D. 129), 
Jeffreys v. Boosey (4H L. ©. 815), Routledge v. Low (3 Eng. & Ir. 100), and 
Le Mesurier v. Le Mesurier (1895, A. OC. 517). On behalf of the defendant it 
was contended that as Lord Campbell’s Act did not in terms confer any 
right of action upon aliens, no such right could beinferred. The following 
cases were cited: Cope v. Doherty (4K & J. 381), The Wild Ranger (Lush. 
553), The Amalia (Br. & L. 151), The Zolverein (Swab. 96), General Iron 
Screw Collier Co v. Schumans (1 J. & H. 180). 

Tue Court gave judgment in favour of the plaintiff. 

Kennepy, J., said that he was aware that in doing so he was 
in direct conflict with the decision in Adams v. British and Forei, 
Steamship Co. Darling. J., in that case had relied upon the sata 
that ‘‘Acts of Parliament do not apply to aliens, at least if 
they be not even temporarily resident in this country, unless the 
uage of the statute expressly refers to them.”’ The judicial dicta, 


with regard to an enactment which related to matters of a special kind, 
but the basis of the claim to which the Fatal Accidents Act gave ss 
authority was negligence causing an injury, and that was a Ww) 

he believed the Taw of every civilized nation treated as actio It 
seemed to his lordship, therefore, looking at the subject-matter of the 
— more reasonable to — — oe did mony § to a pe 

efit of the legislation upon gners as well as upon subjects. 
opinion, therefore, the plaintiff was entitled to enforce her claim against 


the defendant. 
Purimors J., concurred.—Covunset, Hamilton, K.C., and Stokes ; Bulloch 


and F. Laing. Soxtcrrors, Stokes $ Stokes ; Ince, Colt, & Ince, 
[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 


MORTGAGE INSURANCE CO. (LIM.) ». CANADIAN AGRICULTURAL 
COAL AND COLONIZATION CO. (LIM,) AND OTHERS. Kekewich, J. 
2ist May; 13th June. 

Sourcrror — Costs — DEBENTURE-HOLDERS’ AcTIon—Jomnt RETAINER BY 
Derenpant Company AND TrustTers FOR DsgBENTURE-HOLDERS— 
Grven ro Derenpants OTHER THAN Dersnpant Company—So.icrror 


Enrtrrtep to Furi Ser or Oosrs. 

This was a summons in a debenture-holders’ action. The plaintiffs 
sued on behalf of themselves and all other holders of first mortgage 
debentures of the defendent company. The defendants were, first, the 
company which issued the debentures ; secondly, the trustees for the first 
mortgage debenture-holders; and, thirdly, the trustees for the second 
mortgage debenture-holders. Judgment in the action was dated the 31st 
of July, 1897, and the Master’s certificate thereon the 15th of May, 1900, 
The result of the certificate was that the available funds were found 
insufficient to pay the first m debentures in full, and the order upon 
further consideration = payment of costs, for the proper 
apportionment of the funds among the first mortgage ture- 

As to the costs, the order directed the taxing-master to tax “ the costs 
the plaintiffs and defendants other thau the defendant company,”’ and 
directed such costs to be paid. The same solicitor ap for the 
defendant company and the two sets of trustees. The -master, on 
the authority of Re Colguhown (2 W. R. 286,5 De G. M. & G. 35), held 
that he could only allow two-thirds of the bill, as the solicitor must look 
to the company for the a of the remaining one-third. 

Tur Courr reserved judgment. 

June 13.—Kezxewicn, J., after stating the facts, said : 
question but that the taxing-master was perfectly right, and indeed this 


1 


i 
: 


S cbaiind ty he qe now under consideration for an alteration 

of the order by a which will solicitor his full costs. 

That application is made pending the taxation with a view of the 

matter right at an early and a » useless the 

taxation had proceeded to cate, and had foll by a summons 

to review, that summons must have failed. Seommaty — 
on 


ground that the retainer by the trustees of the solicitor was Ir an 

re eee chee 
ts, and that 

It is, I think, impossible to come to this conclusion from the general 

statements made in the affidavit of the solicttor, who is now deceased. 


in Re Alien (11 Oh. D, 244): “It is 
together undertake to pay you, but no’ 





subject, was drowned owing to a collision between the Norwegian barque 


we jointly contract with you and with ourselves that we will 





4 Pay you the whole amount of your charges.” 


aerate 
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In this purticular 
there is the further difficulty that in the first instance 
the com were the only defendants, and the solicitor was 
retained by the company before the trustees were added, and it would be 
my he when the trustees were added, they gave a retainer making 
them liable jointly in the sense contended for. It is further said that the 
trustees are entitled as such to an indemnity out of the estate for the 
costs for which they are liable. The principle is sound, but requires some 
care in application. The trustees for the second mortgage debenture- 
holders have no estate, the funds being insufficient to pay the first mort- 
gage debenture-holders, and as regards them the indemnity is worth 
nothing. But there are not two separate bodies of trustees, and all the 
trustees have appeared together, so that the costs incurred by them are 
really the costs of the trustees for the first mortgage debenture-holders. 
In other words, if the latter are entitled to an indemnity for all the costs 
for which they are liable, there will remain no costs to be paid by the 
trustees for the second mortgage debenture-holders. It does not follow 
that the solicitor will thus be paid in full all the costs of all the defendants, 
and he ought not be paid out of the funds any costs for which the company 
are, but the trustees are not, liable. I think it right, in a case like this, 
wherethecompany and the trusteesfor debenture-holdersappear by the same 
solicitor, that all the costs of the defendants should be paid out of the 
funds before distribution between the debenture-holders, not because the 
company can claim costs, which they cannot, but because the costs must be 
treated as incurred on behalf of the trustees. If the company and the trustees 
eppear by separate solicitors the costs of the trustees would be substan- 
ly the same as here, where one solicitor appears for both Where 
debentures are protected by a covering deed, the trustees of that deed are 
necessary parties, and they can and often do render the court useful 
assistance. It is not desirable to discourage them by making difficulties 
about the payment of their costs, and there is no advantage in driving 
them to instruct a solicitor separate from that of the company, who 
— is possessed of information and has the means of getting it. 
company is little more than a nominal] defendant in such actions. I 
have consulted the taxing-master, who has submitted the language of the 
order I — to make in this case to some of his colleagues, so as to 
secure a ed practice. The order will be that in taxing the costs of the 
defendants other than the company under the order on further considera- 
tion (which are to include the costs of the present order) the taxing- master 
is to allow the said defendants a full set of costs notwithstanding that the 
said defendants and the defendant company have appeared by the same 
solicitor.—Counszt, F. Whinney; George Lawrance. Soxicrtors, F. 
Stuttaford ; Baker, Blaker, & Hawes. 


[Reported by H. Ciavauter Scort, Barrister-at-La w. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 
<a re The Work Proper to be Done by a King’s Counsel with or with- 
aj ; 


The council have recently had under their consideration the following 
communication from a King’s Oounsel which was forwarded by the 
Attorney-General to the council for consideration and report : 
Melbourne, Australia, 
Feb. 4th, 1901. 
Sir Robert Finlay, M.P., 
Attorney-General, &c , &c. 

Sir,—I have just taken silk here and I find that there is considerable 
doubt as to the etiquette with respect to King’s Counsel. I am anxious 
to adhere to the English practice, and I shall be much indebted to you if 

can let let me know 

(1) What business (if any) sould be refused by King’s Counsel as being 

te to juniors only. 

2) t business may be done by King’s Counsel without a junior, or 
to = it in another way, in what proceedings is it the practice to insist 
on having a junior. 

I may inform = that our system of procedure is precisely similar to 
that in force in 
this matter and believe me to be— Very faithfully yours. 


Having —_ considered the above communication the Council 
as follows : 

1) A King’s Counsel should refuse all drafting work, and written 
on evidence as being peg to juniors only, but a King’s 
is at liberty to settle any such drafting and to advise on evidence, 

in consultation with a junior. 

(2) (a) A King’s Counsel, in accordance with a long standing rule of the 
profession, cannot hold a brief for the plaintiff on the hearing of a civil 
poe in the High Court, Court of Appeal, or the House of Lords, without 
@ junior. 

0) It is the usual practice of King’s Counsel to insist upon having a 
j when appearing for a defendant in like cases, and also when 

either -vef the prosecution or for the defence on trials of 
ents. 

It has been assumed in answering the above questions, that they relate 
— litigation in the High Court, or to criminal proceedings. 

council are not prepared to report as to the existence of any 
other rules of the profession or usual practices relating to the matters in 


question. 
It is not intended by these answers to express any opinion upon a 
question which has been dealt with by the Bar Council devwbane ys. : 








gland. Pray accept my apologies tor troubling you in | P 


the right or alleged right of a King’s Counsel, upon taking silk, to 
continue to act as if still a junior in cases commenced by him before 
his appointment. 


Report re ing Lists of Fees for Taxation. 
The council have recently had under their consideration the following 
letter from a barrister : 


H.C. A. Bingley, Esq. 30th April, 1901. 

_ Dear Sir,—I am constantly being asked, and as constantly refuse, to sign 
lists of fees for taxation without having received the money. I am told 
that it is done by others, and naturally my refusal places me in an 
invidious position. I have always been given to understand (and I feel 
certain I have seen it judicially stated) that it is an improper thing to do 
and a breach of professional etiquette. I should like to have a definite 
statement on the subject by the Bar Council. I refused so to sign a fee 
list a few minutes since, and was told that it had been ir: quently done by 
a member of the bar of position and integrity.— Yours faithfully. 

The council have replied that in their opinion the practice alluded to in 
the above letter is both improper and a breach of professional etiquette. 





LIVERPOOL AND DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF LEGAL 
ASSISTANTS, 


The first annual pic-nic in connection with the above association took 
place on Saturday last, the venue chosen being Heswall on the Dee. The 
ew, consisting of a large number of members and lady friends, left 

oodside, in brakes, at 3.30 p.m., and, after a delightful drive via 
Woodchurch and Barnston, arrived at Heswall at about 4.30, when an 
excellent tea was provided by Mrs. Rigby. Sports were then arranged, 
and the afternoon parsed very pleasently. A start for home was made at 
7 30 and the party arrived back at Woodside at 9.30, having spent a most 
enjoyable time. The notable success attending this, the first venture of 
this description by the association, is a good augury for the future. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the members of this society will be held 
at the society’s hall on Friday, the 12th of July, 1901, at 2 p.m. The 
following are the provisions of bye-law 15 as to the business to be trans- 
acted at an annual general meeting—namely: ‘“‘The business of an 
annual general meeting shall be the election of president, vice-president, 
and members of Council, as directed by the charter, and also the election 
of auditors; the reception of the accounts submitted by the auditors for 
approval, the reception of theannual rt of the Council, and the disposal of 
business introduced by the Council, and of any other matter which may con- 
sistently with the charter and bye-laws be introduced at such meeting.” 
On the other side will be found the names of the candidates nominated to 
fill the ten vacancies in the Council, and in the offices of president, vice- 
president, and auditors, with the names and addresses of their nominators. 
The following notices of resolutions to be moved, and of questions to be 
asked at the meeting, have been received : 


Lenpine Lisrary. 


Mr. W. P. W. Purmumors will move: 1. ‘‘ That the Library Com- 
mittee shall take immediate steps to form a lending library of law books 
for the use of country and London members, and directs the Oouncil 
to pay £400 a year to the Library Committee for that purpose.”’ 2. “That 
in order to provide the said £400 the Council is hereby directed to limit 
their expenditure in the future on Council luncheons and other entertain- 
ments to the sum of £300 a year.’”’ 3. “That the Council shall provide 
a separate library for the use of articled clerks, and take steps to utilize 
the Strangers’ Dining-room in the Law Club for that purpose.” 


Oouncrt, Exzcrions. 


Mr. W. P. W. Puiurmore will ask: 4. (1) ‘How many votes were 
received at the election of the Council in 1900 by the lowest successful 
candidate, and by Mr. Harvey Olifton, the unsuccessful candidate.” 
(2) ‘* Why the scrutineers omitted to report the number of vote: given to 
the various candidates at that Council election, contrary to their usual 
ractice ; and whether the Council will take steps to ensure that such 
information is circulated among the members in the future.”’ 

Mr. W. P. W. Puuimore will also move: 5. ‘* That, in the opinion 
of this meeting, the present method of election to the Council is most 
unsatisfactory, and has resulted in its becoming virtually a close, self- 
elected body, totally unrepresentative either of the society or the pro- 
fession at large.”” 6. And in the event of this being carried will move: 
‘“* That a committee be hereby appointed to consider the present method of 
election to the Council, and how it may be best amended, and the Council 
rendered representative of the society.” 7. ‘‘That such committee shall 
consist of members to be nominated by the Couhcil, and six by this 
meeting, with power to increase their number to twelve.”” 8. ‘* That the 
report of this committee shall be circulated amongst the members not less 
than one week before the next general meeting of the society, and that at 
such meeting it shall be taken into consideration.” 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


Mr. F. H. Srevens will move: ‘‘ That the Council be requested to 
take the ion of the Provincial Law Societies—(?.) As to whether 
it is desirable to alter the society’s examination regulations so far as to 
enable articled clerks to present themselves for Intermediate Examination 
at an earlier of their articles than at present permitted ; and if 80, 
(ii.) At what period of his service an articled clerk should be allowed to 





sit for Intermediate Examination ; and to report to the society.”’ 








Harve 


Artht 
*John 


Edwea 


*Josey 


“Bir A 


*Arthi 











ae ll 


gn 
old 
an 
do 
ite 
fee 


Id 
he 


[s- 


it, 
on 
‘or 
of 
ne 


e- 
cs 
be 


- 
oil 


it 
ne 
le 


ZS 


1s 
he 
68 
at 


er 


mm 
0, 





June 29, 1901, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 45] 621 








List or Memeers or THE Socrery Nominatep as CANDIDATES TO Fixx THE Ten VACANCIES IN THE CoUNCIL. 


The Candidates whose Ne 


‘ames are marked thus (*) go out of Office by rotation. 





Name of Candidate, 


Address. 


Names of Nominators. 


Address, 





*Joseph Addison ... 
‘Wemyss Henry Atkinson ... 


*Henry Attlee... 
*James 8S. Beale 
Henry Lloyd Oarter 


Charles Cheston 

Harvey Clifton 

Arthur Hepburn Hastie... eee 
*John Hollams 

Edward Percival Whitley Hughes 


Wm. John Humfrys 


Edward Owen Langham 


Charles E. Mathews... 


*Joseph Farmer Milne 


‘Sir A. K. Rollit, LL.D., M.P. 


Francis Minchin Voules 


*Arthur Wightman ... 


2, Bond-court, E.9. 


Prudential Buildings, Moseley- 
street, Newcastle-on-Tyne 


10, Billiter-square, E.C. 
28, Great George-street 
4, Church-street, Carnarvon ian 


1, Great Winchester-street, E.C.... 


4, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn 


65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. W.C. ... 
31, Mincing-lane, E.C. 


East Grinstead 


Hereford 


Grove Road Chambers, Eastbourne 


29, Waterloo-street, Birmingham 


Manchester 


3, Mincing-lane, E.C. 


84, Bishopsgate-street Within, E.0. 


Sheffield 








List or Mempers or THE Councit Proposep as 


The dag Hon ae ev Hartley 
Fow G.0.8.I. (as 
President) 


Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, LL.D., 1 


M.P. (Vice-President) 


‘9, Clement’s-lane, City 


3, Mincing-lane, City ose 
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THE CERTIFYING OF LUNATICS. 


Tue following circular has been iesued from the Home Office to clerks to 
county and borough justices, stipendiary magistrates, and the metro- 
politan police magistrates :— 

Whitehall, May 31st, 1901. 


Sir,—I am directed by the Secretary of State to acquaint you that he has 
I ore him cases which have occurred in certain poor law unions 
in which the relieving officers have received payments from the district 
medical officers and proprietors of licensed houses in connection with the 
certifying of lunatics and their admission into these houses. Mr. Ritchie 
feels sure that he may count upon your active assistance to discover and 
put an end to these reprehensible practices, and with a view to preventing 
their repetition in the future, he thinks it desirable to call the attention of 

8 to several points connected with the certifying of lunatics. 

(1) Section 16 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, which prescribes the steps to be 
taken when a pauper alleged to be a lunatic, or an alle luvatic 
wandering at large, is brought before a justice, directs, amongst other 
things, that the justice shall call in a medical practitioner, and it is only 
when this practitoner has signed a medical certificate with regard to the 
janatic that an order for his removal to an institution for lunatics can be 
made, In some cases the relieving officer has, itis found, often selected or 
influenced the selection of the medical practitioner who should examine 
the alleged lunatic ; but it appear: to the Secretary of State that the section 
requires that on each occasion the justice should himself call in such 

practitioner as he may think fit, and that the relieving officer 
should in no way be concerned in the selection. 

(2) A justice should not sign the reception order until the medical 
practitioner has signed the medical certificate. It appears that justices 
oe eae = pe ee the certificate has been signed by the 
m practitioner and the statement of particulars filled in rs 
by the relieving officer. , _—— 

(3) Sometimes the name of the asylum to which the lunatic is to be 
conveyed is left blank in the reception order. The Law Officers of the 
Crown have advised that, unless the name of the asylum to which the 
lunatic is to be removed is stated in the reception order when it is made, 
the order cannot legally be acted on; and Mr. Ritchie thinks it very 
important that the requirement of the Lunacy Act in this matter should 
be complied with. 

(4) Lam to call your attention to section 27 (2) of the Lunacy Act, and 
to say that it is important that justices should very carefully ascertain 
that there is a deficiency of room or that there are some special circum- 
stances before they authorize a lunatic to be sent to some institution other 
than the county asylum. The cost in any such institution is, of course, 
much greater then in the county asylums, and in some instances the 
institution is situate at a considerable distance trom the place from which 
the lunatic is sent, and he may thus be entirely cut off from his friends. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
Kensim E. Dicsy. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Dr. F. J. Watvo, M A., M.D., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Coroner for the City of London, in succession to Mr. 8. F. Langham, who 
recently resigned. 

Mr. Georor Faeperick Freetann Wars, solicitor, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Justices for the County Borough of Warrington, in place of 
his father, Mr. Henry Brown White, resigned. Mr. H. B. White has 
held the office over thirty-three years. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Diss0LoTIons, 


Daviy Owew and Rozert Antuvr Garrrirn, solicitors (D. Owen & 
Griffith), Bangor, Carnarvon, and Liangefni. May 31. The buriness will 
in future be carried on by the said David Owen. [ Gazette, June 21. 


Wriu1am James Covsrys and Henny Roxixson Cousins, solicitors (Cousins 
& Cousins), Leeds. Dec. 31, 1900. [ Gazette, June 25. 





GENERAL, 

Sir James Parker Deane, K 0., Vicar-General of the province of 
Canterbury, completed his eighty-ninth year this week, hovien been born 
on the 25th of June, 1812. His connection with the law extends over 
sixty-four years. 


By ion of the Masters of the Bench of the Inner and Middle 
T , & collection in aid of the Building Fund of the Inns of Court 
will be made at the morning service in the Temple Ohurch, on 








{ Edmund Church 11, Bedford-row, W.C. 
R. W. Tweedie... 5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
{ Dillon R. L. Lowe... 2, Temple-gardens, E.O. 
Ernest Todd ms 9, Bedford-row, W.C. 
+: ~ W. Randall ; 10; Kin alk; Femple-—- 
C. G. May ... age 49, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Sunday, the 30th of June. The sermon will be preached by the Rev. the 
Master of the Temple. 


Mr. Justice Day was to have opened the Worcester Assizas on Saturday, 
but it was announced that his lordship had had a recurrence of his 
recent illness, his heart being affected, and not only was he unable to 
travel from Oxford, but his medical attendants had forbidden any 
professional matters to be mentioned to him. The later accounts of the 


learned judge’s condition states that it has improved. 


The spot where the late Lord Ohief Justice was interred in Epsom 
Cemetery has, says the St. James’s Gazette, just been marked by a etriking 
memorial, which takes the form of a wall of white Irish granite, 
enclosing a space 27ft. long by 20ft. wide. The pillars at the sides and 
centre weigh over a ton each, and are ornamented with a band of carved 
Runic work. The panels consist of a series of small arches rising from 
a stone base, with a rounded coping, also ornamented with carving. 
The stone was taken from an Irish quarry near Newry, and the memorial 
executed by skilled Irish workmen. 


On Friday in last week, says the Zimes reporter, Mr. Muir Mackenzie 
applied to the Court of Appeal ex parte for leave to appeal against the 
refusal by Mr. Justice Farwell of an application by a defendant that this 
action, commenced in the Chancery Division, might be transferred to the 
King’s Bench Division and be tried with a jury. The matter is of public 
interest, because the learned counsel stated that actions are now being so 
rapidly disposed of in the Ohancery Division that, though this action was 
only entered for trial on the 7th inst., it would very shortly be in the list 
for trial. This rapidity affords a remarkable contrast to the state of the 
business in the Chancery Division in very recent years, and, indeed, to the 
present condition of the business in the Oourt of Appeal. The court 
refused the application. 

In a recent suit before Judge E. J. Broaddus, of Missouri, against a 
railroad company for injuries sustained by the plaintiff in a collision, the 
attorneys for the defendant, says the Central Law Journal, contended that 
a verdict of 2,000dols. was exces:ive in view of the fact that the plaintiff 
was an old man with but a few years to live. Judge Broaddus, who is a 
man of about seventy years of age himself, thus disposes of the con- 
tention: ‘‘Itis true the plaintiff is an old man, but that fact does not 
militate against his right to compensatory damages for his injuries. He 
is justly entitled to the free use of his limbs without pain and suffering the 
remainder of his life. And if the natural infirmities of age have 
aggravated by the wrong he has suffered, it is no answer to his claim for 
damages to tell him he is old and is near the end of his race. And while 
this fact, perhaps, ought not to entitle him to more damages than a young 
man, it certainly in this kind of case is not an argument for lessening his 
real loss. The matter is not to be measured by the same rule as would be 
applied to an old hore turned upon the common to starve, because of his 
want of value.’’ 

Friday (21st inst.) being the grand day of Trinity term at Gray’s-inn, the 
treasurer (Mr. Montague Lush) and the masters of the bench entertained 
at dinner the following guests: The Right Hon. the Earl of Tankerville, 
the Right Hon. Lord Alverstone, the Right Hon. Lord Justice Collins, 
the Right Hon. W. E. Lecky, M.P., the Hon. Mr. Justice Ohannell, Sir 
Tnomas Barlow, Bart., M D., his Honour Judge Sir Horatio Lloyd, Mr. 
Edward Pollock, the President of the Incorporated Law Society (Mr. R. 
Eillett), the Governor of the Bank of England (Mr. Augustus Prevost), Mr. 
G. E. Buckle, Dr. Holland, Mr. A. Pearce Gould, F.R.U.8S. The benchers 
present, in addition to the treasurer, were: Lord Ashbourne, Lord Shand, 
Mr. Henry Griffith, Sir Arthur Collins, K.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, K C., his 
Honour Judge Bowen Rowlands, K.C., Mr. Arthur Beetham, Mr. Jobn 
Rose, Mr. Paterson, Mr. Mulligan, K.O., Mr. Mattinson, K.O., Mr. Lewis 
Coward, K.C., Mr. OC. A. Russell, K.C, Mr. Herbert Reed, K.O., Mr. 
Terrell, K.C., Mr. Barnard, Mr. H. C. Richards, K.C., M.P., with the 
Preacher (the Rev. Canon O. J. Thompson). 


A conference was held at the Colonial. Office on Wednesday to consider 
the constitution of the Final Court of Oolonial am. The following 
were present: The Lord Chancellor, Mr. Ohamberlain, Earl of Onslow, 
the Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, with Mr. Bertram Coz, | 
adviser to the Colonial Office, the Hon. David MilI8 (Minister of Justice in 
the Dominion Cabinet of Oanada), representing the Dominion of Canada; 
bis Honour Mr. Justice H. E. A. Hodges, of the Supreme Court of 
Victoria (representing the Commonwealth of Australia) ; the Hon. J. Rose 
Innes, K.O., Attorney-General at the Cape of Good Hope age ye 
Oape Colony); Sir J. Prendergast, late Chief Justice of New Z 
(representing New Zealand); his Honour Mr. Justice G. H. Emerson, 
Judge of the Supreme Oourt of Newfoundland (representing Newfound- 
jand); Mr. W. B. Morcom, K.C., M.L.A. yenentons the Oolony of 
Natal) ; Sir Wilham J. Smith, Ohief Justice of British Guiana (appoin 
by the Secretary of State for the Uolonies as representative of other 
colonies at the conference); Sir J. (member of the Council of the 
Secretary of State for India, poaeene y him to attend the conference on 
behalf of the Government of India). 
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There was a Roman citizen we know, says the Journal of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation, who purcha-ed a farm at its full value the day 
af‘er Cann and received the thanks of a victorious Senate for not having 
despaired of the Republic Thedefendantin Rahim Abdool Rahman v. Esop 
Suliman (21 Natal Law Reports N8., Part 1V. 133) was not cast in this 
heroic mould. He was in the autumn of 1899 lessee of a house in Lady- 
smith, then threatened with investment by the Boere, and not being so 
confident of the issue as he of Rome—at all events, disinclined to risk the 
situation- he quitted the demired premises at the end of October, 1899, 
and did not return till he could safely do so—viz., at the beginning of 
March, 1900. He was ready to pay rent till the end of October and 
from the beginning of March, but he disclaimed liability for the inter- 
vening months on the ground that he was prevented from occupying the 
premises by the Queen’s enemies, and he had his disclaimer allowed by 
the court. ‘‘It makes little difference,’”’ said Gallwey, O.J., ‘‘ whether 
the defendant left the premises through actual danger or from appre- 
hension of ittocome. . . . It wasa danger to his life to return, and 
a danger to his liberty. He tendered rent for the months of October, 
March, and April, and I think that is all he is bound to pay.” This is in 
accordance with Roman-l)utch law as stated in Van Leeuwen (Kotze), 
p. 175, n. (7), that a lessee effectually deprived of the occupation or use of 
the premises can claim an abatement of rent unless he has taken all risk 
upon bimself. It strikes us in England as novel: we are so accustomed 
to a lessor’s covenant for quiet enjoyment being restricted to his own acts 
and the acts of those claiming through him ; but this is the mere practice 
of conveyancers. The word ‘‘ demise’’ carries at common law an implied 
covenant for quiet possession against all the world; it is one of the first 
things about which the conveyancing novice has to be warned. 


At the Oxford Assizes, last week, says the Times reporter, Mr. Justice 
Day, with a special jury, was engaged for three days in the retrial of 
the cause of Williams v. Ducat and Others, originally heard before the same 
judge at the same place at the summer assizes last year, when a verdict 
was found for the defendants, which the Court of Appeal set aside. The 
plaintiff, Mr. Henry Williams, a landowner, of Noke, Oxon, sought to 
recover damages (the amount being agreed between the parties at £5) for 
trespass, alleged to have been committed upon his land at Noke in entering 
upon it and breaking open a gate and destroying a hedge ; healso claimed 
an injunction. One of the defendants, Mr. William Henry Burrows, a 
farmer, is the tenant, under the other defendants, of the Manor Farm, at 
Noke and Islip, Oxon; and included in that farm is a piece of 
lend of about forty-eight acres known as the Oowpasture (or 
Covester). The remaining defendants are the trustees of the 
Municipal Church Charities of Reading, and as such own lands at Noke, 
and they counterclaimed for a declaration and an injunction in that behalf. 
The title of the defendants to the close known as the Covester was comprised 
in the Islip enclosure award of 1808. The plaintiff obtained his part of the 
locus by purchase in 1886 from the trustees of the late Duke of Marlborough, 
to whom it had come by virtue of the Noke enclosure award of 1829. C) 
effect of the Enclosures Consolidation Act of 1801 (41 Geo. 3, c. 109) was to 
extinguish all private ways not set out in those awards; and it was con- 
ceded that neither award afforded express affirmative evidence of the right 
claimed by the defendants, who were also unable to shew a continuous 
user down to the last year before the action, and could not, therefore, rely 
upon the Prescription Act, 1832. They contended, however, from the 
nen of the Oovester, which terminated in a narrow strip 

g up to the plaintiff’s lane, that when the Islip award was 
made it was contemplated that a right of way would be thereafter given 
at that spot, and though that was not done under the Noke award, yet 

been such subsequent user, attested by various incidents spread 
over many years, as was sufficient to compel the inference of a lost grant. 
A great body of contradictory evidence, including that of many old 
inhabitents, was given by the parties. The plaintiff’s case was that all 
attempts to use the contested way had been resisted by himself and bis 
Predecessors, and that the acts deposed to on the defendants’ side 
constituted a casual and occasional usage only. Further, it was contended 
for the plaintiff that since the last award—that of 1829—there had been 
but two brief intervals of time, each two days only in duration, at 
which it was competent to any of Mr. Williams’s predecessors, 
the Dukes of Marlborough, to make any such grant, and it was 
urged that the slenderness of opportunity raised a strong negative 
presumption S - the hkelihood of such a grant having been 
made. At other times the estates were in the possession of 
tenants for life, who had no power to make such grants. Mr. Justice Day, 
in summing up, said that a more peculiar case of its kind had never come 
within bis experience. He was glad that the jury had bad the advantage 
of a view, because much depended upon the hie of the land. Though the 
right of way was not given by the enclosure awards, the fact that in the 
Noke award the narrow strip had been left which connected the main 
op of the Covester with the lane raised a strong probability that it was 
contemplation that the owners of the Manor Farm should have an access 
there or thereabouts, especially as there were outlying pieces of the farm 
on the other side of the lane. His lordship directed the jury in the terms 
wed by the present Master of the Rolls when the case was in the Court of 
Appeal, that in estimating the amount and character of evidence adduced 
eneer ee © hes greet sxgred sent be bad tenths sort of user xet up. To 
~y ‘an agricultural user’’ of a private character, such as was claimed 
one would not expect the same quantity and the same kind of 
ony as would be needed to establish a right of way in ‘‘a populous 

.”’ If there was enough evidence to prove the user 6 fact 
that at some time or another, for however short an interval, somebody 
Possessed the power to make a grant would allow the inference of a lost 

it to be tfully drawn. The jury, after confer:ing in private for a 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
Rora oy Reoistears m ATTENDANCE oF 


Date. Emencency Appzat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. Kexewics. Braz. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer Mr, Beal 
Carrington Farmer Bout 
ar 

Pugh Godfrey B. Leach 

Carrington Farmer Beal 
Pugh Godfrey BR. Leach 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. Cozexs-Harpy, Farwe.u. Buck.ey. Jorcs, 
Monday, July ........000 1 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday .... vce 8 Greswell Pemberton Church Farmer 

W. Leach Jackson Church 
Greswell Pemberton King 

W. Leach Jackeon King Greewell 
Greswell Pemberton Church W. Leech 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1901. 
(Continued from p. 604.) 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PRUBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES OOURTS. 


(General List.) 
1901. 


Lady Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 11, 1901 Feb 20 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In reJ Norfolk & Sons, ld 
appl of H © Wasmuth and aur from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated Feb 15, 1901 Feb 22 

In re Bullen Muspratt Williams v Howe appl of deft J N Bullen from 
order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Jaa 17, 1901 Feb 23 

In re Courage Courage v Vans Leckie appl of defts C F Courage and 
ors from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 8, 1900 Feb 26 

In re King King v King appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, 
dated Jan 16,1901 Feb 27 

In re Clifford Smith v Clarke appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Oct 26,1900 Feb 27 

In re Clifford Smith v Clarke appl of pltffs from part of order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Uct 26, 1900 (counterclaim) Feb 27 

Diprose v Belgravia Hotels Cold appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Nov 27, 1900 Feb 27 

In re The Oo’s Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The British Drying Co ld 
appl of G H Stuttields from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 18, 
1901 March 1 

In re An Arbitration between George Bell & The Mayor, &c, of Totnes 
and the Arbitra'ion Act, 1889 appl of G Bell from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 2 

Jacobs (trading, &c) v Morris & Morris Morris & Morris v Jacobs 
(trading, &c) app of defts Morris & Morris from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Dec 13, 1900 March 2 

In re The Patents, Designs, &c Acts, 1883 to 1888, and Ja re the Applica- 
tion of Pomril Jd, No 230,744 appl of Applicauts from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Feb 19, 1901 March 5 

Capes v Daiton appl of pltff M W Barker from order of Mr Justice 

‘arwell, dated March 4, 1901 March 7 

Crofts v J H Dickson & Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 20,1901 March 7 

Hewett v‘[oms appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

March 6, 1901 (produce order) March 7 

In re Harris Harrisv Hyman appl of deft Sarah Jacobi from order of 

Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 22,1901 March 8 

Deverges v Sandeman, Clarke & Oo appl of pitff from order’ of Mr Justice 

Farwell, dated Nov 15, 1900 (produce order) March 12 

In re Oourage v Leckie ee ae aoe order 

of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 8, 1900 March 13 

In re Handman & Wilcox & V & P Act, 1874 appl of C Handman from 

order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 13 

Driscoll v Boyton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

Feb 28, 1901 March 14 

In re The Madras Electric Tramways Oo ld Electric Construction Oo ld v 
Cooper appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, for Mr 

Justice Wright, dated March 1, 1901 March 15 

Plymouth and Dartmoor Ry Oo v The Great Western Ry Oo appl of defts 

from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 7, 1901 (produce order) 

March 15 

In re The Companies Acts. 1862 to 1890 and In re The General Investors’ 

Syndicate ld appl of Ellis Pair and ors from order of Mr Justice 

Oovens-Hardy, for Mr Justice Wright, dated Feb 20, 1901 (produce 

order) March 18 

In re Pitt-Rivers Scott v Pitt-Rivers of deft A E L F Pitt- 

Rivers from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, Jan 28,1901 March 20 

Gees Dreethenn Bp Sov Stash Seas and oy Ry Co appl of defts 

from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Dec 19, 1900 (guedace order) 





time, found for the defendants, 


March 21 
Bunge v Higinbotham & Co ld of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kakewiole dated Feb 23,1901 (eels Seles) March 26 
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In re Morse Morse v Morse appl of deft, other than E Alcock, from 
order, dated Feb 22, 1901, and cross notice of the pltff from same order, 
dated March 23,1901 March 28 

Commrs of the Harbour of Poole v Pike appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 8, 1901 March 28 

Pelly vy East London Water Works Co appl of deft Henry Base from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 13, 1901 March29 Samev 
Same appl of defts Tne East London Water Works from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated March 13, 1901 March 29 

Leeds Forge Uo ld v Deighton’s Patent Flue & Tube Cold appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated March 29, 1901 (produce 
order) April 1 

Tbe Picture Post Card Oo ld v Ross appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated March 20, 1901 April 2 

J &J Oashild vCash appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Feb 2, 1901 April 2 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893 & In re The Brighton Hotels ld 
appl of Septimus Parsonage (the petnr) from order of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 20, 1901 (produce order) April 3 

Davey v Lachenal appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
Jan 25,1901 Apri! 4 

in re Thomas 8S. Quinn and The Temperance Permanent Building Soc and 
the Matter of the Trustee Act, 1893 appl of pitff C Woolisdroft from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 1, 1901 April 10 

In re Dunn Dunn v Skardon appl of pitff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Jan 31,1901 April 15 

The Bradford Dyers’ Assoc, ld v Williams appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 30,1901 April 20 

Hedley v Webb applof deft from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated March 26, 1901 (produce order) April 25 

Oliver v Bank of England (starkey, Leveson, & Oooke, third parties) 
appl of W J Starkey from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

25,1901 April 26 

In re Mexborough Savile v Mexborough appl of pltff from order of Mr. 
Justice Farwell, dated April 2, 1901 April 26 

In re H Holland, junr Greggv Holland appl of defts The New Industrial 
Contract Syndicate, ld, from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
March 22, 1901 (produce order) April 26 

Kelly’s Directories id v Gavin & Lloyds appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Jan 24,1901 april 29 

In re the Appln of The National Biscuit Co, US A, No. 221,736, for 
Registration of the Trade Mark Uneeda, and Patents, Designs, &c., 
a rin of The National Biscuit Co, U 8 A, from order dated Feb 4, 

A 29 

The Midland Ry Oo v Wright 

- Byrne, dated Feb 14,1901 April 30 

Owen v Gibbons appl of defts W W Gibbons from order of Mr Justice 
Justice Farwell, dated March 29,1901 May 1 

Baily v Clark, Son, & Morland 1d appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Feb 4, 1901 May 6 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The National Co for 
the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary Generators 1d appl of the 
petnr Adam Scott in person from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
April 17,1901 May 7 

In re the Patents, Designs & Trade Marks Acts, &c and In re Pearson’s 
Application, No. 216,074 for the registration of the word ‘‘ Vasogen”’ 
aud In re the Trade Mark of the Unesebrough, &c Co, Consolidated, 
** Vaseline,’’ Registered under No. 12,486, in Ulauses 3, 4, 47 and 48 in 
the name of Robert Ohesebrough appl of the Chesebrough Manu- 
facturing Co, Consolidated, from the order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
Feb 12, 1901, and motion for leave to hear further evidence (by order) 


appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 


May 8 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893 and In re The London & Northern 
Bank ld (ex pte Gaunt’s Executors) appl of CH Slater from order of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated May 24, 1901 (produce order) May 8 

Whitebread & Co ld v Watt appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 22,1901 May 9 

The Great Central Ky Co v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 23, 1901 May 9 

In re G *s Settlement Giorgi v Wood &anr appl of Matilda Giorgi 
from order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, dated April 24, 1901 (consent 
to be heard by two judges) filed May 11 part heard 


Horne v Jewell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated | 


May 7, 1901 (produce order) May 13 
In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re Khooshld appl of 
A W Johnson from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated April 3, 1901 


May 14 
= Ho “ppl of pltff in person from order of Mr Justice Cozens- 
J, 


ted Feb 21,1901 May 20 
In re Scholefield Turner v Scholefield appl of D H Hammond & anr 
from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 5,1901 May 20 


Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated May 10, 1901 (produce order) May 22 

In re The Trustees, Executors & Securities Insce Corpn 1d vy Armstrong 
appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 12, 1901 
(produce order) May 22 

National Opalite Glazed Brick & Tile Syndicate 1d v New Grand Hotel, 
Birmingham, Jd appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated April 23,1901 May 23 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re The Yorkshire Invest- 
ment and American Mort, Cold appl of R Moore from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated April 26,1901 May 24 





In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Yorkshire Invest. 
ment & American Mortgage Cold appl of N Moore from order of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated april 26, 1901 (produce order) May 24 


FROM THE KING’S BENOH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1901. 


Keates v Woodward (Crown Side) appli of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Wills and Channell, dated Feb 6, 1901 March 12 

Bonham Oarter v Franckeies appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated Feb 16, 1901, with special jury, Southampton March 14 

Stein & anr v Pope appl of dett from judgt of Mr Justice Darliog, 
dated March 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 13 

Summers v Ward appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Dec 6, 1900, with a common jary, Middiesex March 16 

Arnold Perrett & Oo ld v kadford appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Feb 25, 1901, witnout a jury, Gloucester March 20 

Bingham v Turner appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dusted March 18, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex March 21 

Lampton & Co v Pearson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated March 2, 1901, without a jury, Middiesex March 21 

Glasscock v The London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated March J3, 1901 (4nd cross-notice ot 
appl by deft co for a new trial, dated March 25, 1900), with a special 
jury, Middlesex March 25 

South Wales & Liverpool Steam Ship Co ld v H & C Grayson ld app! of 
pltf from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Feb 21, 1901, without a 
jury, Liverpoot March 26 

The London Uounty Vouncil v The Urban District Council of Acton appl 
of deft from from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 14, 1900, wiwa- 
out a jury, Middlesex March 27 

London, Tilbury & Southend Ry Cov The Great Eastern Ry Co (Railway & 
Canal Commission) appl of deftsfrom judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated March 23,1901 April 3 

Tbe Guardians of the Poor of West Ham Union, County of Essex 
(Appellants) v The London County Council (Respondents) Crown Side 
appl of applts from judgt of Ju-tives Darling & Cnaunell, dated Marcn 
21,1901 April 3 

Maxwell v The British Thomson Houston Co ld, Blackwell & Co, 3rd 
parties (Crown Side) appl of defendants from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated March 27, 1901, with special jury, Leeds April 4 

Earl of Craven v Pridmore appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 29, 1901, without a jury, Warwick April 12 

The King v Dr iristram & G Davey (Crown Side) appl of Rev H FR 
Hind & ors from order of Justices Darlmg & Unannell, dated March 21, 
1901 April 15 

Kinnell v Naser & anr appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 9, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex April 16 

Scrutton, Sons, & Co v Sommer & Co (J & K Lister, 3rd parties) appl of 
pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 18, 1901, without a 
jury, Midalesex April 17 

Wiulcocks & anr v Hamlyn Brosld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, without a jury, Exeter April 17 

Gibbs v Chloride Klectrical Storage Syndicate ld appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr _— Bigham, dated April 2, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 

Wright vGlyn appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
April 20, 1901, witaout a jury, Middlesex April 26 

The Attorney-General on the relation of the Bromley Rural District 
Council & anr v Copeland appl of pitff from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice, witLout a jury, Middiesex April 29 

Thrussell v Parsons (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated April 18, 1901 April 30 

Moorby v The Mayor, Alderman, and Citizens of the City aad County of 
Kingston upon Hull appl of defts from judgt of Mr Juetice Lawrance, 
without a jury, dated April 2,1901 May 1 

Vigers Brothers v Sanderson Brothers appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bigham, without a jury, dated March 1,1901 May 1 

H B W Fouger v H Aruing (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated April 20, 1901 
May 2 

Hulthen v Stewart & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated April 1,1901 May 4 

Weston v Croasdale appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling and 4 
jury, dated — 24,1901 May 4 

Wallenberg v Payne appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, 
without a jury, dated April 22,1901 May6 . 

Reffell’s Bexley Brewery ld v Hughes appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kidley, dated April 22, 1901, and common jury, Middlesex 


May 6 

Maiotoesth v British Workman’s and General Assurance Oo 1d appl of 
of defts from judgtof Mr Justice Kennedy, dated April 18, 1901, and 
special jury, Leeds May 8 

The Reversionary & General Securities Oo 1d v Gillon appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated April 30, 1901, without a jwy 


y 
Robert skene v Charles Cook (Crown Side) appl of pitff from judgt of 
Justices Channell & Darling, dated March 22,1901 May 8 
The Zillah Shipping Oo ld v Tne Midland ty Co (Crown Side) app! of 
detts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice & Mr Justice Lawrence, 
dated April 18, 1901 May 8 
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In re an Arbitration Messrs Ford & Co and Messrs Bemrose & Sons Id and 
In re The Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of Bemrose & Sons ld from judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated April 30,1901 Mayll — 

Frangopul & Co v Lomas & Co appl of plitffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated April 23,1901 May 13 

Nicholls v Parker & anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated May 7,1901 May 14 

The Property Exchange ld, applts v The Board ef Works for the Wands- 
worth District, now The Mayor, Alderman and Councillors of the Metro- 
politan Borough of Wandsworth, respts (Crown Side) appl of applts 
from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Lawrance, dated 
April 18, 1901 May 14 

In re an Arbitration between Cowley & Co of the one part aud Thomas 
Morrison of the other part appl of Morrison & Co from judgt of 
Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 6, 1901 May 17 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between Henry Tyrer & of the one 


part and Hessler & Oo, owners, of the other part appl of Hessler & Co 
from judgt of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 2, 1901 
0 


Ma. 

In the Matter of the Estate of William Oampbell, dec, and In the Matter 
of the Finance Act, 1894 (Revenue Side) appl of petitioners from judgt 
of Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 7, 1901 May 21 

Day and anr v Powell and avr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated April 19, 1901, without jury, Middlesex May 21 

Gros and ors v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated May 22,1901 May 22 

H Kaufhold v Moore (Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of Lord 
Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated May 9, 1901 May 23 

The London and Westminster Bank 1d, applts v Frank Smith (Surveyor of 
Taxes), respt (Revenue Side) appl of applts from judgt of Justices 
Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 15,1901 May 23 

Rev G N Herbert, applt v J A M Quade (Surveyor of Taxes), respt 
(Revenue Side) appl of respt from judgt of Justices Kennedy and 
Phillimore, dated May 9, 1901 May 23 

Gates and ors v Bill appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
May 14, 1901, with a jury May 24 

The Caridad Copper Mining Co ld v Swallow appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated May 14,1901 May 24 

The Attorney-General v The Mayor, Alderman and Burgesses of the 
Borough of Eastbourne (Revenue Side) appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Kennedy and Phillimore, dated May 10,1901 May 25 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1900. ~ 


Matthews & orsv Colls & anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated June 13, 1900 (security ordered) June 26 
Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld & ors v Continental Caoutchouc Gutta 
Percha Co appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 6, 1900 
(8.0.) Dec 12 
1901. 


Nelson v Rosenberg appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 18, 1901 (s o pending settlement) March 21 

The King v The General Uommrs for Income Tax for the District of 
Clerkenwell (Crown Side) nisi for prohibition to assess income tax 
under Schedule D. Order nisi granted by Oourt of Appeal, April 16, 1901 
(so by order) April 17 

Underhill & anr v Lindon appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 25, 1901 (security ordered) 

Vigo v Vi appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, dated April 20, 
1901 Vigo v Vigo appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
April 17, 1901 (s o till ater Master’s report) April 24 

Bernard Dicksee, applt v Frederick Charles Hoskins, respt (Crown Side) 
appl of applt from judgt of The Lord Ohief Justice and Mr Justice 
Channell, dated April 25, 1901 (to be heard by 3 judges, by order) May 8 

The Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Cold v ‘the Export Co appl of 
deft from order of Mr Justice Day, dated April 24, 1901 May 11 

Levy v Warburton appl of pitff from order of Justices Kennedy and 
Phillimore, dated May 2, 1901 May 16 

George Antoniada v Joseph Melland Smith (H W Smith and Ellen Mel- 
land, clmts)\Crown side appl of pltff from order of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated May 10,1901 May 20 

William Dovaston v T De la Bertauche & Thomas Byrne, Trustees of The 
Royal London Friendly Soc (Crown side) appl of pltffs from order of 
se — Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Wright, dated May 6, 1901 

ay 

Humphrys v Polak appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
May 8, 1901 May 22 

Farquhar, North & Oo v Edward Lloyd ld appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Day, dated May 17,1901 May 22 
e King v ‘the Justices of Sunderland (Crown side) appl of Thomas 
Sailes Forster from order of the Lord Ohief Justice and Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated May 8, 1901 May 22 

Same v Same (Crown side) appl of Thomas Sailes Foster & ors from order 
4 ne sae Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, dated May 8, 1901 

ay 

Anglo- Foreign Publishing Syndicate ld v Joseph appl of deft from order 

Mr Justice Day, dated May 17,1901 May 23 

The Absolute Assce Oo ld v Warden appl of deft from order of Mr 

Justice Day, dated May 20,1901 May 23 
& ors v ey &ors appl of pltéfs from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 20,1901 May 24 





Duke of Bedford v Bromet appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 21,1901 May 2 

Rofe & ors v Barking Urban District Council appl of defte from order of 
Mr Justice Day, dated May 21,1901 May 25 

McOulloch & Co v Baum appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 23,1901 May 

Welsbach & Co ld v Continental Incandescent Gas Light Cold appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Day, dated May 21, 1901 May 25 


From County Court. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1900. 


In the Matter, &° Margaret Bevan, applicant v Crawshay Bros, Oyfartha 
ld, respts (Crown side) appl of respts from award of Uounty Oourt 
(Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated July 12,1900 Augl 

1899. 

In the Matter, &¢ Hainsborough (Administratrix, &c), applicant v Ralli 
Bros, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Liverpooi), dated Oct 23, 1899 (restored April 17, 1901) 


Nov 9 
1900. 

In the Matter, &c Daniel Ayres, _ | we v. Richard Smith Buckeridge, 
respt appl of respt from award of County Court (Middlesex, Brentford), 
dated Jan 31, 1901 (part heard March 13) In the Matter, & William 
Wheale, applicant v The Rhymney Iron Oo ld, respts (Urown Sidr) 
appl of respts from awerd or County Oourt (Monmouthshire, gar), 
dated Feb 12,1901 Inthe Matter, & Daniel Jones, applicant v The 
Rhymney Iron Uo ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 

The above three appeals to stand over till after judgment given in Lyson 

v Knowles, inthe House of Lords (by order} me 

In the Matter, &° W E Jones (an infant) by William Williams next 
friend, applicant v Lawrence & Nicol, respts (Crown Side) appl of 
applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated 
Jan 24, 1901 (s o generally) Feb 14 

In the Matter, &¢ Thomas Treharne Howell, applicant v. Mordey, 
Carney & Co ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, Newport), dated Feb 14,1901 March 5 

In the Matter, &¢ Thomas Hughes, applicant v The Rhymney Iron Oo 1d, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of Uvounty Court 
a ane Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 (security ordered) 
March 5 

In the Matter, &¢ Daniel Williams, applicant vy The Rhymney Iron Co 1d, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 (security ordered) 
March 5 

In the Matter, &c Sarah Ann John, applicant v The Albion Coal Co ld, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated Feb 15, 1901 March 5 

In the Matter, &c Alice Knight, applicant vy William Cubitt & Oo, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Brompton), dated Feb 18, 1901 March 8 

In the Matter, &¢ Edward Ellis, applicant v William Oory & Son ld, 
respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Kent, Woolwich), dated Feb 27, 1901 (security ordered) March 12 

In the Matter, &c Christopher McGrath, applicant v Robert Neill & Sons, 
respts (Orown Side) appl of respts from award of County Coart 
(Lancashire, Manchester), dated Feb 21, 1901 March 14 

In the Matter, & Martin Reeks, ery v Kynoch ld, respondents 
Crown Side “ppl of respt from aw of County Court (Warwicksnire, 
Birmingham), dated March 4, 1901 March 14 

In the Matter, &c William Howells, applicant v Vivian & Sons, 
respondents Crown Side appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Neath), dated Feb 22,1901 March 14 

In the Matter, &¢ James Jones, applicant v The London & North 
Western Ry Oo, respondents Crown Side appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Feb 12, 1901 
March 19 

In the Matter, &c James Bartlett, applicant v Sutton & Sons, dents 
Crown Side appl of respts from award of County Court (Gloucester, 
Bristol), datea March 5, 1901 March 19 

In the Matter, : Henry Ellison, applicant v George en & Son, 
respondents Crown Side appl of respte from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated March 7, 1901 March 20 

In the Matter, &c Florence and —_ ‘Wilmott, infants (by their 
mother), Alice Wilmott, applicants v John Paton, t (Crown Side) 
appl of respt from award of County Court (Monmouthshire, Pontypool), 
dated March 13, 1901 March 27 

In the Matter, &c William Lee, applicant v The Cortonwood Oollieries 
Co ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Yorkshire, Rotherham), dated March 22, 1901 March 29 

In the Matter, &c Jane Pryce, Le v The Penrikyber Navigation 
Colliery Oo ld, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated March 11, 
1901 March 30 

In the Matter, & Ellen Fennell, captions v The 
Coal Oo 1d, respts (Crown Side) appl of applicant from awar 
Court (Monmouw . ), dated March 12, 1 

In the Matter, &c Thomas Fitzpatrick, 


Co Co, respts (Crown Side) 
Court igan), dated Mech 19, 
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In the Matter, &c Benjamin Evans, applicant v Penwylt Dinas Silicia 
Brick Co, respts (Crown Side) appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Brecknockshire, Brecknock), dated April 2, 1901 April 15 

In the Matter, & Mary Thomas, applicant v Vivian & Sons, respts 
(Crown side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Glamorgan- 

, Swansea), dated March 27,1901 April 16 

In the’ Matter, &c William Johnson, applicant v The Port of London 
Master Porters & Stevedoring Co 1d, respts (Crown side) appl of respts 
— _— of County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 3, 1901 
Ap 

In the Matter, & Kate O’Keefe (widow) & John O’Keefe, applicants v 
Henry Lovatt, respts (Crown side) appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Marylebone), dated March 28,1901 April 18 

In the Matter, &¢ Gwenllian, Griffiths, applicant v Nixon’s Navigation 
Colliery Co 1d, respts (Crown side) appl of respt from award of County 
Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated April 17, 
1901 April 20 

In the Matter, &¢ William Higgins, applicant v Penineular & Oriental 
Steam Navigation Co 1d, respts (Crown side) appl of respt from award 
of County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 15, 1901 April 27 

In the Matter, &¢ Mary Cattermole (widow), applicant v The Atlantic 
Transport Co ld, respts (Crown side) appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 17,1901 May 1 

In the Matter, & Joseph George Purcill, applicant v come Grant, 
respt (Crown Side) appl of respt from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Wandsworth), dated april 15, 1901 May 2 

In the Matter, &: Lee Boardman, applicant v Scott & Whitworth, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from —, of County Court (Lancashire, 
Manchester), dated April 24,1901 May 

In the Matter, &c William James alll Harwood, applicant v H 
pe monn (trading as KE Abrahams & Co), respt (Crown side) appl of 

licant from award of County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 23, 
ri 1 (security ordered) May 7 

In the Matter, & The Craig Brick Oo, applicants v Phillip Morgan 
Williams, respt (Crown Side) appl of respt from award of Uounty Court 
(Glamorganshire, Swansea), dated April 24,1901 May 13 

In the Matter, & Clench & Co Jd, applicants v William Threadgold, 
respt (Crown Side) appl or respt from award of County Court (Derby- 
shire, Chesterfield), dated April 26,1901 May 17 

In the Matter, & James Gibson, applicant v Price & Wills, respts 
(Crown Side) appl of respts from award of Ouunty Court (Lancashire, 
Lancaster), dated May 10, 1901 May 23 


N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to May 25, 1901. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 1.—Mesers, Browetr & Tay or, at the Mart, at 2:—Peckham-road: Four valuable 

Freehold main road Shops, let at £80, £150, €50, and £50. Solicitors, Messrs. Blach- 

ford. Norton, & Smith, London — Walthamstow : Compact Estate of Sixty-nive 

Freehold Houses, well-built and comprising almost an entire street ; let at £1,539 18s. 

per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Leslie, Antill, & Arnold, London. (See advertise- 
ments. June 22, p. 4.) 

July 2.—Messrs, Desenuam, Tzwsoy, Farmer, & Baincewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 

Leadenhall-street, City: First-class Investment, comprising four excaptionally well- 
ited office floors, with strong room ; held for 60 years at £130 per anoum, and 'et at 
per annum. Solicitors, ‘Messrs. Naunton & Son, London.—Shortlands, Kent : 
Modern detached Family Residence, with stabling and grounds of nearly an acre; 
with possession. Solicitor, W. Hubert Smith, » London, — Brixton: About 
1a. Or. 5p. of ornamental garden ground ; held for 24} years at £5 10s., and let at rents 
£56 14s. per annum. Solicitor, W. Hubert Smith, Eeq ndon.—Mile 
End-road : aaegy aed Freehold pn ge ony an acre in extent, comprising nar 
dwelling-houses, two cottages and large factory premises, wit! ontage of about 
262ft 6in. to Redman’s-road, within a tew yards of the Mile End-road. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Darley & Cumberland, London. (See advertisements, June 8, p. 3 ) 

July 2.—Mesars. Nort, CarTwricut, & Ercues, at the Falcon Hotel, Clapham Jenctien. 
at 7 : Eight Shops at Balham, Four Shops at Wandsworth, Four Villas at 
Wi worth, Twenty Villas at Wandsworth, Ten deuses at Tootiag. Soiicitors, 
Mesers. Muliens & Bcesanquet, London — Sixteen Weekly Houses at Streatham, Seven 
Shope and Houses at Battersea, Two Corner Shops at Streatham, Freehold Ground- 
rent va £100 per annum at Streatham. Solicitors, Messrs Taylor, Willcocks, & 

London. — Freehold Shops at Wimbledon. olicitors, Messra. Bellord & 
Coveney, London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 632.) 

July 8.—Mersrs, H. EZ. Fosren & Cranrigwp, at } a Mart, at 2:—Enfield: Freehold Resi- 
dential , 13} acres in extent, tithe free and land tax redeemed, distin 
as Woodbury, Clay sill, 1} miles from the Great Northern and Great Eastern Railway 
Stations. Solicitors, Mesars. Ciapham, Fitch, & Co., London.—Kenniogtoa: Shor« 
Leasehold Investment, producing £135 4s. Solicitor, H. Dugdale cykes, Esq . Knfield 
Town.—(Re The B.itish Henrici Laundry Machinery Co., Limited (In Liquidation) ). 
Vulham-road: Valaabie Freehold factory Premises, No "625x, Falham-road, close to 
walham-green Station. Solicitors, G. J. Fowler. Esq , London, and Messrs. W. Fry 
& Bon, Dublin. (See advertis»ments, this week, b ck page.) 

July 3 and 4—Mesers Huwpeat & Firxt, at the Mart, at 2:—Camden Towa and 

entish Town: Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £425 per annum, with early 
reversion to the rack-rentals, approximating £15,600 a ¥ nar the whole forming part of 
the Hawley Estate. Solicitors, Messrs. Frece, Cholmeley & Uo., London.—Camberley : 
The Heathermount Estate, 35 acrer adjoining the Military Colleges, on the out«bkirta« 
of Camberley, and just over a mile from the station. Solicitors, Messra. Maude & 
Tunnicliffe, London. (See advertisements, June 8, p 7.) 
July 4 wee a £. Foster & Cranriz.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSION 


To One-third of Railway and Colonial Government Stock, value £4,900; lady 
aged 81. Solicitors, Messrs. Winterbothams & Gurney, "Cheltenham. 

To a Trust Fund represented by a Government Stock. &c., value £5, 690 ; 

68. Solicitors, Thes. A. Goodman, Esq , Brighton ; and Messrs. 


To Sis Tw coty bition cf Tout Hit tes, ducing £ ladi ed 
enty-! ates, pro: 490 per annum ; ies 63 
ae ay fen, Sea alae ACT wnt, pon 

a 2, way 69, prov: a 
ive her. Solicitors, Messrs. Rickards & y Nigh He . 


To Oe fourth and other Shares of a Trust Fund, value £18,000; ‘adies age’ 80 
and 53, and ——_— aged 
Nightingale, London, 


67 and 53, Solicitors, Messrs. Rickar ds & 





To One-twelfth of a Trust Estate, value £47,000; gentleman aged 63. Solicitor, 

Frank C. Ridley, Eeq., London. 

POLICY for €500 Bol Messrs. Surman & Quekett, London. 

SHARES, DEBENTURES, &c. Solicitors, Messrs. Tippetts, London. 
1 this w back page.) 
July 4.—Messrs.. 0 & T. Moors, at the Mart Mart, at 2: Leasehold Properties at Hackney, 
Poplar, Limehouse, bam ww — ; rental value nearly £1.000 per annum, 
Solicitors, Messrs. J: “jam. ee —Freehold Invest nents at Leyton, Manor Mauor 
Park, East Ham. Pool, i tatford. Solicitors, Messrs, Stones, Morris, & Stone, 
London. (Bee advertisements, June 8 P 9) 

July 4,—Messrs. Nort, Canrwricst, & Gromne, at the Mart, at 2p. ~? :—Beneficial Leage 
at Westminster, shewing a profit of £75 annum Leasehold Dwelling House at 
Pimlico, producing over £73 per annum ; a Private House 7 the value of £55 
annum. folicitors, Messrs, Yeilding, Piper, ——_ & Davies, London — Dlg 
House at Westminster, let at £94 annum ; welling House at Pimlico. let at 
-. nae Solicitors, Messrs lope & Wine worth, London.—Double-fronted 

esidence at Balham. near the railway station; vacant Sarehaten, — Mesers, 
Evans, Foster, & Wadham London. (See qhestinmnes's, this week, p. 632 

July 4.—Messrs. wy & & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Well-secured Freckela. Ground- 
rents at Aldershot, Finsb bury Park, and Victoria Docks. Solicitors, Messrs, Edwards, 
Heron, & Co., London. (See advertisement, June 8, p. 8.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Mevers. C.C. & T. Moore sold at the Auction Mart, on the 27th June, the Freehold 
Premises, ‘‘ Kent Wharf,” Great Oambridge-street. Hackney-road, for mp four 
a in ee, in the same district, for £1,910 ; and eight Freeholds in Exmouth. 
Pa treet, Hackney, for £2,250. The Freehold Residence, “ Osborne House,” 
exh, vealieed £1,800, and four Shops in the Mile Ted coad ant £2,820. Their total was 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fraipay, June 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 


Bunyip Gotp Mings, Luntep—Creditors in Euro: required, on or before July 31, 
and elsewhere on or before Sept 17. to send pon aad addresses, and the 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Wells, 66, Coleman st, Stammers, 
hall st, solor for liquidators 

Curque Bank, LimitEep —Creditors in the United Kingdom are required, on or before 
Aug 2, and beyond the United Kingdom on or before Aug 16, to send their names aad 
addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gordon Hargrove Bodley and 
Duncan Frederick Basden, 95, Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st 

Moxcuisoy AssocraTEp Gotp Mixes, Lunrtep—Creditors are required. on or before Aug 
1. femal § Penge and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Fenton Pugh, 11, Queen Victoria st. Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, 
Corchill. odes for liquidator 

Nivz Reers Co, Liar Creditor are required, on or before “4-4 ait. to send their 
names and addresses, and the narticulars of their debts or claims, to Neusteia, 
7, Queen st Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st, solors for figaidasee 

Wortnuine anp District Bii-posTinc axp se aa Co, Limirep —Creditors are 
required, on or before July 22, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Warr King, Townhall chbrs, Gravesend 

ZvuLULAND SynpDicaTs, LimirEp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 10, to send 
their names and addressee, and the particulars of thir debts or claims, to Walter 
Warner Wright, 46, Broad st avenue 


County Pauatine or Lancaster. 
Limirep ms CHaNnozBy. 


Ar as Copper SynpDIcATE, Lunre D—Peta for winding up, seeaiel June 15, directed to 
be heard at the Assize Courts, s. Ma ‘ m Monday, July 8, at 10.30. 
Bowden & Widdowson, 19, Brazeanose at. Manchester, tner’s solors. Notice of 
wee must reach the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of 





London Gazette.—Tusspay, June 25. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep mm CHanceny. 


A1 Boor Co, Limrep (1x VotuntaBy Konan) Gains are required, on or before 

July 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to W.M Bichards, Belvoir st, Leicester. Mellor & Coleman, 12, Coleman st; Neave & 

ed Outer Temple, Strand, solors to liquidators 

Ancio-American Szcunitizs Co, ‘Limrrep—Peta for winding up presented June 2, 
directed to on July 9. Hickman & Dickson, 6, Serle * Lincoln’s petner’s 
solors. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of July 8 

Buutrontem Sun Diamonp Ming, Luwrep (ux Liquipation)—Oreditors are required, 08 
or betore Aug 1, to send their names addresses, and 3 of their debts 
or claicws, to Julius Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, 81, Gracechurch st 

Buery Srzam Tuc Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Smith, Pembrey, South Wales 

Ciry or Loxpox Goup Minzs, Lomeree— Coin oe required, on or before Oct 22, 
send their pames addresses, Bucbopecete et Wit of ‘heir debts or claims, to George 
Mas’ers, 148, Palmerston bldgs, Bishopsga t Within 

Duncan Mines, Limitep A 9 croaston) —Oretors ate segrieel, om on or before Jaly % 
to send their names and their debts and claims, to 
William McEwen, Monument sq chmbrs. Sims, 57, nee Broad st, solor for liq 

Goppox, LimiTEp—Ureditors are req | on or before Aug 4 © on to send th their none ot 
addresses, and the culars of their debts or Rodgers, & 
17. King , solors to Robert Davis dareard, wha st, liquidator 

JOSEPH ra 1rcoin (AnmiEy), Limrrep —Creditors are requ on or before July 43, to 
their names addresees, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to ©. B 
Chawbers, Steam Mills, Armley, Leeds, Lupton & Fawcett, solors to liquidator 


Mersopo.itan Motor Manuractuaine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
names and the 3 of their debts or claims, 
to e Adams, 6, Crescent 1d, Plaistow 
Preston Spick anp Varnisu Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before A’ “e 
sen names and addresses, ss of their debte or claims, to 
Ainsworth, 11, Winckley st, Preston 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss Purcuassrs AND Lesszes.—Before put 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
age and Reported upon by 85 rt from The Sanitary Engin 

Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., Roatee street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full mon tay Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, ‘No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvt-] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Crarm. 

London Gazette.—Tvuxrspay, June 4, 


Aver, Joun Gzorcr, Exeter July5 Harker & Son, Brighton 
Ambrose, LEONARD Nix Swaffham Prior, Cambridge Your’ 5 Wootten, Cambridge 
Avery, Ernest Aveustus, Plymouth, Provision Dealer June 20 Bickle & Wilcock, 


Plymouth 
BaRgRacLouGH, WILiiaM, Bradford July 1 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 
Bitsy, Wit11am Perer, Gt N Norfolk, Butcher July 6 Palmer, Norwich 





—*-~— Birmingham, Coal Merchant June 24 MHargreave & Heaton, 
irming! 


Bricut, Canon Wii114m, DD, Christ Church, Oxford July 12 Morrell & Son, —— 
Bruce, Lady Aveusta GroRGIAWA ee BrupeEne11, Carlton House terr, Pall M 
July 1 Nicholl & Co, Howard st 
CrowTHER, Bensamin. Huddersfield July1 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Dav a —, a Grange Farm, Hadnall, Salop, Farm Bailiff June 30 Salt 
ms, Shrewsbu: 
Dixon. Joun, Carlton Husthwaite, Thirsk, Yorks, Blacksmith June 8 Richardson & 
French, Thirs 


ik 

Dopps, Hannan, Blackheath July 8 Ler roae 9 & om College hill, Cannon st 

Evans, Grorcs, Richmond July 13 Goddard & Co, Cornhi 

Foro, Janz, Redcliff, Bristol July 13 Barry & Harris, Brito 

GAzELEY, Rev Rozsert Court, Bath July 17 17 Dyer, bath 

—- mae Albert Hall mansions, Kensington Gore July 17 Barnes & Bernard, 

ury cir 

Hizatt, Mary, Bexhillon Sea July1 Herbert, Sateen gdns 

Houpen, Joun, Esprick, nr Greenhalgh, Lancs, Farmer July 1 Gaulter, Kirkham 

Humeueeys, Jounx, Ruyton of the Eleven Towns, Salop saat 1 Jackson, Oswestry 

Hyatt, Gzorcs, West Lydford, Somerset June 39 Dibben, hog a 

Lams, JouN Rosekr, Birchington, Kent, Grocer July 1 Sankey, M: rgate 

Mack, Wit.tiam Durant, Liverpool, Steamship Sener July 4 Hil & Co, Liverpool 

Marsews, fxomas, Chigwell Row, Essex July 15 ee & Co, Leadenha'! et 

— = Epwarp, Imperial mansions, Charing Cross rd , Hatter July 15 Miller, 

acechur 

Nicot, Jamzs MD Llandudno July1 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 

Raaeett, James Hegperr, r meena House, Kensington ct, Stout Merchant July 15 
Stammers, Basinghell st 

Raysoutp, 4RxTHUR JAmEs, Birmingham July4 Dale & Co, Birmingham 

RciateR, Hucu, Dwer July 6 Stilwell & Garby, Dover 

fimpsox, Freperick ARNOL p, and Waurer Waite, Builders, Walion on Thames June 22 
Clarke, Walbrook 

Smitu, Joun, Selby, Yorks Augi Parker & Parker. Selby 

8wirt, Any. Hillsbro’, nr Sheffield July 1 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Swirt. Lionet, Hoxton st, Hoxton, Bedding Manufacturer July 13 James & James, 
Ely p!, Holborn circus 

TatLock, Joun, Up) Prer Clapton, pos July1 Algar, Abchurch In 

TaYLor, "auior, Yo July 17 Turner, York 

TuoRby, >} Am, Southend on Sea, Waterman July 6 B & F Tolhurst & Cox, Southend 


Hinsan, 4 een Zeanem, North Shields, Circus Proprietor July 1 Bramwell & Bell, 





North Shi 

~—_ pany a upon Trent, Commission Agent June 20 Marshall & Ashwell, 
itoke upon 

Wavup, Fawyny, Barkston gdns, Earl’s Court June 30 Norton & Co, Victoria st, 
Westminster 


London Gaszette.—Faipay, June 7. 


Asuby, CAno.ing, Petersfield, Hants June 24 Hurd &Son, Bucklersbury 
Bennett, Jonn Nicuoras, Kadina, 8 Australia July 1 Blyth & Co, Gresham House 
BIEDERMANN, ALFRED, Throgmortonay July 10 Dawes & Sons, Angei ct, Throgmor- 
ton st 
Bowyer, Sarau, Pickering, Yorks July22 Whitehead, Pickering 
Butter, Frepesick Henry, Erith, Kent, Engineer Say it oa Stone, Finsbury pavement 
Caren, Mary, 8t Leonards on Sea July 10 Walls & Stallard, Ola Jewry 
Ciark, Jamzes, York July8 Kay, York 
CoL acu some, Thurgoland, nr Sheffield, Farmer July 1 Laycock & Skinner, 
it 
Coreman, Witt1aM, Norwich, Licensed Victualler July 16 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Cox, Annig Exizanetn, Llandudno July1 Chamberain & Johnson, Llandudno 
Daguine, Tuomas, Southend on Sea Aug 31 Saxton & Scn, Queen Victoria F 
Duke, HENRIETTA, Queen’s gins, Hyde Park Aug4 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Epwarps, Grorce, Dartmouth Park hill July 4 Westbury & Co, Old Broad st 
Exuis, Saran, Egham July 81 Jackson & Jackson, — or 
kvans, Euiza, Anerley July 20 Price & Sons, Walbroo! 
Fisner, WILL Am, Aberyscban Monmouth July 4 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 
—_ oe ALSTON, Hambledon, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs July 15 Miller & Co, 
iverpoo! 
Gargett, Cuartes, Frome June 25 Ames & Son, Fro 
Grauam, Tuomas, Liverpool, Ship’s Steward July 0 Bales & Mountain, Grimsby 
GouLp Kuz, Petworth, Sussex July 10 Brydone & Pitfield, Petworth 
Greey, SAMUEL. St Swithin’s In, Auctioneer July 16 Aylwio, St Swithio’s In 
Batiows, Marcaret, Ditton, nr Widnes, Lancs July 7 Petera, Widnes 
patie, Witiiam, sen, West Bromwich, Staffs, Plumber July 8 King & Mills, 
ingham 


Meruime, fs IsrarL Cuampercary, Regent’s Park rd, St Pancras Juiy 10 RF & C L Smith, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hysiop, Evizaseru, Leicester July 10 Toller & B Oo, Lateran 

)RELAND, vee Wigan July 10 J & Co, ~~ 

Jenkins, JOHX ee Mon July4 Evans, Ne 

ee ‘_ . ee. ee July 10 Cousins & Co, Ca: 

BTON jor Gen Freperick WIt1I ave mans, Grosvenor July 16 

Radcliffe & Co, Craven st. Charing Cree _ sane ' 

Lang. Wit1iam, oe Yorks June 29 Carrick, Stokesley 

Lockstove, Janz Mauve, Bath Ju y13 Forrester & Moir, Malmesbury 

Luccock, Mary, Headingley, Leeds July 22 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Mrnepitu, Henry Warren, Pentrebychan Hall, Denbigh July 15 Burne & Wyke, 
Lincoln’s inn fielas 

Monstey, Mary, Leamington July 17 Upton & Co, Austin Friara 

Moors, Hexey, Tooting July 1 Hayward, Coleman st 

Mose.ry, Tuomas, Kingsley, Labourer June 25 Cull & Brett, Cheadle 

=" Exnest a ey Loughborough junction, Licensed Victualler July 15 Dade & 


Co, Basinghail 
Pixs, Joaare, Audenshaw, Lancs, Undertaker June 24 Richards & Hurst, Ashton 
er Lyne 
Primz, Mary y wtiegam July1 Rorke & § aatom, Nottiogham 
Paince, Joun, Penkhull Jule 14 Cull & Brett, Cheadle 
Berves, Esruxg, Newdigate, Surrey July1 Hart & Co, Dorking 
Sacar, @rorar, Padiham iham, Lancs, Bookkeeper June 28 Nowell & Co, Burnley 
Saunt, Ropeart Von DER, Bognor, Merchant July1 Staffurth & Staffurth, Bogeer 
SaunpErs, Frepericx Grorer, Caversham, Oxford July <i H&C Collins, heacing 
BransrieLp, GzoreE, Rochdale July 6 Chadwick, Rochdal 
Summzrsoyx, Beysamin Ricnarpson, many, Northampton, Deghaee July 16 Philipson 
& Turnbull, Newcastle u 
Tuurzury, Onantes, Wondstoc Suly 1 10 Reoper & Whately, Lincdla’s inn fields 
Wittiams, uma, Rhyl, Flint June 24 Gamlin & Williams, Rhyl 





Woop Sypyey. Herne Bay July 15 Field & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Woopneap. Ayn, Halifax Juty 20 &0o Halifax 
Wyre wana. Bic HARD, Market Drayton, Salop, Hotel Keeper June 24 Garside, Market 


Sienna nll Oxted, Surrey July18 Rooke & Delacombe, Oxted 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, June 11. 


Avcurow, Heyry, Birkdale, Lancs August 31 Wilmot & Hod thport 

Beit, WALLAcE, Greenhead, Haltwhistle, te, Northumberland July 14 < "Blackburn & Main, 
Carlisle 

Bex., WitiraM, Birkenhead, Builder July 10 Newman, 


Liverpool 

CamppeLL, ALFRED Cosgnan, Thames Ditton, Surrey, oa Lothian and Berwick Yeo- 
manry July8 Lee & Pembertons Linecoln’s inn field 

Cuanpier, Frxperick Lewis, a 1d, Notting Hill, Provision Dealer July 18 
Dunkerton & Son, Bedford ro 

Curistiay, Saran, Hove July 15 "Davidson & Morriss, vy 

Cuark, Mary, Newcastle upon Tyne July 28 Tovabell Newcastle upon 

Crav ave an, Hampsthwaite, Farmer July 10 Englard & Son, Goole 

Crick, CaRroLine, West Norwood July 12 Holder & wood. Chenpeide 

Doyie, KLizaneTn, Leicester July 11 Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 

Drinc, Mary Any, Kingston upon Hull July 9 Mossop & Mossop, sang Satton, Lines 

ForpuaM, Pexcy FREDERICK, Royston July6 Wortham & Co, Roys' 

Gispins, Soruta Jane Southsea August 3 . Portsmou 

Havow, James Remineron, Devizes august 17 ng New Bank bldgs, Old Jewry 

Hamintox, (CHARLES Birkenhead July 10 Say 23” Pa pool 

Hamuick, Seaveazes Rosase., Southsea Parker r & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, 

rohill 

Hear, Mary, Haslingden July 19 Whitaker & Hibbert, Haslingden 

Hor.ock, Grorce, Swanage, Farmer July 81 Slade, 

Hurcnxe 18, hg LIAM Henay, Redburn st, Chelsea aie 1 Webster & Webster, Lincola’s 
inn fields 

Hurcurnson, Wiitiam Hewry, Old Basford, Nottingham July 13 Clifton, Nottingham 

Hure or Wituram Warp Surrox, South Snie'ds, Engineer June 30 Baith , South 
Shields 

Jacksox, Tuomas Scarisprick, Liverpool —_ 5 Jackson, Liverpool 

Junxins, WittiAm Tunbrioge Wells Augi Stone & Co, Tunbridge Wells 

Ker-Fox Emma Exizaners, Leeds, ss Malasteme > a 19. AR & @ Steele, College hill 

Lea, ExizaneTs, Manchester July 6 Jordan & Bowden, Manchester 

Maciver, MARY "ANS, Allerton, Lancs July 10 Rill & “Co, Li 

Mapix, Tuomas, Derby, Farmer July 20 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 

Mewsurn, Joux Cuayrox, Ewell rd, Surbiton, Chartered Patent Agent July 15 
Morgan & Co, O.d road st 

Morr oo Mat - we New Whittington, nr Chesterfield July 8 Jones & Middleton, 

hestertiel 

ane, 5 Euriy, Wisborough Green, Sussex July 30 Woodbridge & Oo, Serjeant’s ian, 
Fleet st 

Noakes, Davin, Brabourne grove, Peckham July 10 Howard & —~ p Sone 

Norman, Evizabets oruia, ‘Hessle, Yorks asoese England & Co, H 

Pa.mer, Tuomas, Carlisle August? Sewell, Carlis' 

Pricr, Frepzerick Waurer, Delgany, Wicklow Suly 81 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Reynowps, James, Bath sugust3l Tarr & Sons, —y ¥ 


Rose, Rozearr, Sutton, Lincs, Farmer July 9 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton 
Scott, WiLL IAM Grorcr, Plumstead Common July 81 Marchant & Co, College st 
Sonne, Woenset, Stocksbridge, nr Sheffield, Timekeeper July 6 Charles & Terry, 
or 
Taytor, E.izaners, Eccles July 27 Earle & Co, Manchester 
TeASDALE, SARAH, West Kirby July 24 McKenna ae 
a Tuomas, Norton le Clay, nr Boroughbridge, Yorks July 20 Wise & Son, 
tpon 
Watt, Parzick Joszru, Central Meat Market July 8 Linnett & Co, Stone b'dgs, 
Lincoln’s ian 
Watustey, Janz, Knaresborough. Yorks July 8 . Gilling. Harr 
Woon, Avam Harvey, Oakamoor, Staffs June 20 Cull & i Cheadle, Stoke on 
rent 
London Gazette.—Fripvay, June 14. 


Anprews, Cuartes Hryry, Seymour pl, Edgware rd, Licensed Victualler July 14 Mott 
gercersen ter Coen ee Site 1 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsb 

PPLEYARD, Rev Wi.i1am, per, Der Ww! jury 
Asipowxr, GrorcE, Waterlooville, , Ry HR tt Contractor July 31 Kent, 

Portsm vuth 

Asrprn, Rosext, Preston July 20 ee & Parker, Preston 
Barcuay, Evizasetu Suakr, Leather! July 24 Baileys & ‘o, Berners st 
Bravmont, Rev Freornicx Comings, Woetora, ar Lichfield, Beate "June 28 Redmayne, 


Lichfield 
Boouman, Fs Lan:downe rd, Charlton July 26 Farlow & Jackson, Ingram ct, 
enchurch at 
Bu om, See Howd-n le Wear, Durham, Innkeeper June 28 Jennings, Bishop 
ucklan 


Cavtnert, Etuen, West Acklam July 81 Elliott, Stockton on Tees 

Cuirvorp, Samuet Wa.ter, Bradford Augil Gaunt & Vo. Bradford 

CockeRriLt, Ropert, Scarborough, Farmer July 27 Turnbull nd Scarborough 
Cook, WiLuiam Jonny, Maldon, Essex Jaly 31 Algar, Abchurch In 

Cooper, CAROLINE ‘OOPER ington. August 1 Lag = Woburn, RSO, Beds 
Covrgr, James Kempt, Surbiton a 5S Simpsoa & Bowen, Bank 


nCes st, 
—- — Hirro.tytr, Rue Victoire, Paris” saly 16 16 Rehders & Higgs, 
incing In 
Dicat, aed kick Lovis, Birmingham, Optician June 30 Davis, Birmingham 
Dursant, Benjamin, Baker st, St Marglebone July 15 Fox, St Mary’ssq Paddington 
Durrant, Mary Bryanston eq, Marylebone Kuyt Ee. ay — tty 
Epwarps, Fanny, birmingham July 14 
Epwanps, he ADKINS, ,» Cabinet Maker Juiy 14 Reece & Harris, 
irmingham 
Evans, Epwarp, Quaker’s y4, Glam, Labourer July 14 Watkins & Co, P. 
Fr. a  ~wone DuNKIN, iffley, Oxford July Fo £m & Calder, Adelaide Ha 
ridge 
Franks, Georarana Jupy, Wi uth July 20 Nicholl & Co, Howard st 
Fittrrer, Heyry, Wareham, July 81 Filliter & Son, Wareham 
Gray, Grones Freperick, Ludga’ e hill, Solicitor July 10 Gray & Vo, Ludgate hill 
Gray, Witviam, Earlswood, Shiresewton, Mon Jaly 6 Morgan & Co, Chepstow 
Gorpoy, Ewsrerra Rosa, Bournemouth July 1 Fover & Hordera, —_ Strand 
Harpwick, James Burnley, Ironmonger July 31 Whittingham, Bu 
Henpersox, KLizAssTH, Southdown, Gt Yarmouth July 11 Fa Vinceat sq, 
H beg Welb Bul Yorks Jul Sargent, Pocklington 
icksox, Hannan, Welburn, Bulmer, Yor! y 31 
Howirt, Mary Any, Lincoia y FB 16 Tweed & vo, Lincoin 
Houwr, Wituiam, Hayes. Timber Merchant Jaly 20 es & Sons, Uxbridge 
JEVFERIES, CHARLES Sanroats, Clevi Semerset, Bookselier July 17 Norris & Co, 
bedford row 
Jonnsoy, Eu'zapern. Manchester July 26 Chew & Co, Manchester 
Jones, Tuomas PaRGersr, er Regis, Stats e... 18 Jobson, Dudley 
Keyyon, James, Prestwich, ions Augast 31 oe Gap hw eg 
Kxowits, ae Riasy, Fish wick all, nr August 1 Buck & Dicksons, 


Pre: 

Lawton, Hive, “nu, Woodview, Lythe, nar Whitby Augus}1 Pennington & Son, Lincoln's 
inn 

LonG.ry, , om Newnan, Dover, Licensed Victualler July 23 Sh 6 nt, Bove 

Loxamay, Aww Mania. Widfrith, Dorset July 12 And & Oo, 

LonoMaN, WALTER JAmes, Wiatrith Dorset Juty 12 Andrews & Oo, Deventer 















~~ 
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Lynx, Jang, Clough Dene, nr Tanfield, Durham, Farmer July 27 Murray & Co, 


Mc Arruvr, Joun Parwane, Seaforth, Lancs rig 80 Sunter, Liverpool 

Mites, James, Halifax July 20 Garsed, Elland 

Movusiey, Mary \and not Monsey, as Fonrnt. printed in Gazet‘e of 7th instant), 
Leamington, Warwick July 17 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

Pocuin, WitiiAm Anx, Edmondthorpe Hall, Leicester July 21 Place, Leicester 

Purron, Susan Maria DE, Worplesdon, Surrey July 27 Hughes - Co, Budge row 

Raps, Heney, Manchester July10 Parkinson & Co, Mancheste: 

Bicxarps-Puitiirs, Saint Jouy, Whitson ct, nr Newport, ‘Mon July 10 Bartrum, 
Old Jewry chmbrs 

Rosevear, Jutia Mary, Paignton, Devon August1 Tucker, Paignton, Devon 

Ross,'JuLia, Merstham, Surrey August1 Morrisons & Nightingale, Redhill, Surrey 

Rowson, Tuomas, Fishtoft, Linca, Farmer Augi Millington & Simpson Boston 

Banrorp, Lieut Gen Gzorce Epwarp LANGHAM Somerset, CB, CSI, Bedford July 31 
Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Simms, CHARLES Francis, Brighton July 1 Mirams, Brighton 

Simpson, Mary Maria, Manchester July 20 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 

Spriuins, Emma Ann, Boston, Lincs, Pawobroker Augi2 Staniland, Boston 

Sr Jouy, Col Frepericx Cuartes, Dover July 15 St John. Eltham, Kent 

Srevens, Toomas, Linslade July 10 Newton & Calcott. Leighton Buzzard, Beds 

ame ANE, wesc Sisters rd, Finsbury Park June 30 Toovey, Orchard st, 

man si 

Wanrpy, Jou, Dudley, Licensed Victualler June 24 Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffs 

‘Warren, Grorce, West Kensington Park July 24 James & James , Ely pl, Holborn cir 

Wast, GrorcE Franc 18, —s Essex, RateCollector July 26 Bird & Eldridges, 
Gt James st, Bedford ro 

Woop, Crata Suaw, Sloane / Revelstoke gdns July 12 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s ion 


fields 
—* GitpeRt, Shipston on Stour, Worcester July 18 Hancock & Co, Shipston on 


Yonae, Mary, Otterbourne, Southampton July 15 Houseman & Co, 
Storey’s gate, Westminster 


London Gazette,—Tvurspay, June 18, 


Atrsoy, Laxcetot, Newbiggin, Cumberland, Yeoman July15 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Arxrysos, Ben amin, Chew Stoke, Somerset Farmer July 31 ppg Manchester 

ATKINSON, JouN, Brook st, Tailor Augil Negus, Bloomsb 

Arttwooo. Jouy Davigs, Bristol, Painter July 13 Stric "& Co, Bristol 

Bearuews, Tuomas Suits, Wilmslow, Chester, Woollen Merchant J uly 80 Doyle, Man- 
ester 

BsranpeER, James, Arkwright rd, Hampstead July 25 Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn 

Beoorms, Bown, Smethwick, Statfs, Licensed Victualler Aug 15 Pointon, 

am. 
Brook, evar, Soothill, nr Dewsbury, Yorks, Draper Augi Hirst, Dewsbury 
Buen, Susan, Bromley Common, Kent June 25 Braby & Macdonald, Arundel st 


Bussz.1, Satty, Birmingham July 13 Jacques & Sons, Birmingham 

Craprg.t, Evizasetu, Walworth, Surrey July 31 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 

CuertTHam, CLaupivs, Blackburn, Plumber July27 crossley, Blackburn 

Crakk, Ann, Gt Missenden, Bucks June 24 Rushforth, Amersham 

Cowig, Beruta CaRo.ine, West Kirby July 31 Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 

Dissex, Epwix Genry, Buckland Newton, Farmer July 15 Dibben, Wimborne 
EarnsHaw, Harry, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs, Butcher June 30 Bromley & Hyde, 


Ashton under Lyne 
Cue. —aenen, sen, Leighton Bussard, Beds, Builder July 14 Pettit, Leighton 
883) 
Gairritas, Wiit1AM, Neacroft, nr Christchurch July 26 Sharp & Symonds, ‘Christchurch 
Horwoop, Josuva DANIEL, Kingston upon Hull, Wood Broker Aug 10 Middlemiss & 


Pearce, Kingston upon Huil 
Hoyriz, Wittiam, Newcastle upon Tyne, Sawmaker August 1 Clark, Newcastle upon | 
e 


Jourpain, Sir Hexry Jonx, KCMG, Watford, Herts August 1 Armitage & Chapple, 
Bishopsgate st Within 
aaa Cuaries Epwarp, North Kelsey, Lincs, Innkeeper July 18 Freer & Co, 


Key, JANE Apams, Streatham July 19 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 

Kina, Freperick, Lower Broughton, Salford, Engineer July 16 Marson, Manchester 

Maron. JANE Pootman, Dinton, Wilts July 12 Nodder & Trethowan, Salisbury 

Ma tor, Jor, Netherton, Yorks Augl Sykes & Son, Huddersfield 

MinGuam, Joun, Manchester, Farmer July 14 Wragg, Manchester 

Oacoryx, WILLIAM Birmingham. Pawnobroker July 27 Mogford, Birmingham 

vane, JonaTuaN, Chadderton, Lancs, Contractor July 81 Clark & Jackson, 
am 

Penny, Witu1aM, Tintinhull, Somerset, Farmer July 10 Newman & Co, Yeovil 

Ryper, Mason Verity, Northleach, Gios, Veterinary Surgeon July 30 Heath & | 
Eckereall, Cheltenham 

Snarp, Witi1am, Liverpool July 10 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 

Smith, Rricuarp, Bacup, Lancs July 20 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden, Lancs 


Surrn, Hazon Ezroy, Tilehurst, Berks July 20 Morris & Bristow, Bedford ro 

Sratpine, Rev Atrrep CHakLes Ciirrosp, Chard, Somersst July 81 Boott & Oo, 
Queen st, Cheapside 

Taomas JANE, Oxton July 31 Hill & Co, Liverpool 

Tone. Wit.1am, Sunderland July 81 Ranson & Co, Sunderland 

Tonks, SAMUEL, Edgbaston Aug 13 Jaques & Sons, Birm mingham 

Wicarns, Beysamin, Ashton in Maki Herbalist June 23 Unsworth, Leigh 

Winron, Henry pk, Tynycae, Brecon July 10 Wright. Brecon 

Woop, Apam Garvey, Oakamoor, North Staffs June 20 Cull & Brett, Stoke on Trent 

Weonsas oa ogee Feeperick, Old Colwyn, Denbigh July 31. Marriott & Co, 

ester 


London Gazette, —Fripay, June 21. 


AprieyarpD, Rev Wit.14m, Belper, Derby August1 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

ASPINALL, SARAH Ann, Harrogate, Yorks August1 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

a be Lom! st, Merchant July 26 Witty & Co, Fenchurch bidgs, 
‘enchu: 

Barrp, Wares, Swain’s ln, Highgate Rise July 81 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

ee comm Gt Yarmouth July fg _ = Banting, Ch . 

ANTING, WILLIAM, juan, Campden oO y ancery 

BARON, Onmenon, Gt a Lanes, Mill siagton Jal July 81 Read, Gt Harwood 

Brown, FREDERICK, Manchester, Draper is 13 Marriott & Co, Manchester ; 

ew aca FRances, Upper Montagu st, Montagu’ sq July 22 Prince, 
jurrey 8 

CaraneEnr, Bernarp, Liverpool July8 O’Hare, Liverpool 

CasHMORE, Saka, bas’ Birmingham Aug 12 Canning & Canning, Birmingham 

Casumore, WILLIAM, a Gun Maker Augi2 Canning & Canniag, Birmiagham 

CHAMBERS, ARTHUR, King’s Heath, Worcester July 22 Wright, Birmingham 

CLARKE, ELLEN, Westbourne ter, Hyde Park July 26 — Bucklerebury 

Conquxst, GEORGE AvaustTus OLIVER, Bi August 1 whe yy at 

ieee Daniei Witt1am Jouy, Blyborough, Lincoln, jan "july 98 & Co, 


1g 
DE WInToN, HEyry, Zyazee, 3 Brecon July 10 Wright, B 
Ditworrn, Tuomas, Preston, Warehouseman July 24 P-° somal & Co, Manchester 
Dopps, BARBARA ANNE, East Liss, Hants a 1 Duncan & Son, Liverpool 
Down, Rosert, Willesden, Butcher August 1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Port- 
man sq 
DvuckHam, — Newport, Mon August 1 Moxon, Newpor\, Mon 
Evans, Francis, 8t George’s, Uakengates, Salop, Grocer July 25 Holmes, Oakengates 
Guapw ELL, JOHN Francis, Rochford, Essex July24 Wood & Co, Southend on Bea 
Haicu, Jaye, Stalybridge, nag July 31 Buckley = Co, Stalybridge 
Haves, Cuarves, Birmiogham, G July 20 Ro | & Co, Birmingham 
HaRvine, Eva, Exeter July 31 “ae & Lukin, Cha: 
Haves, Marcaret, Chesham July , 4 Renshaw & on Suffolk In 
Hitpyagp, Auice, Ryde, I of July Dash: Ryde 
How err, a Hoorsr, fedegiens guttolk, Farmer ~* 20 Prior & Young, Col- 
ches 
| Hueues, Jang, Carnarvon July6 Roberts & Davies, ae yn 
JEFFREY, SUSANNAH, Jarrow, a July 26 Newland & Newland, Jarrow 
Jounston, THomas, Liverpool, Sh July 30 Barnes, Liverpool 
Kowies, Speen Groce, Wandsworth July 31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 
8 
| Krrkuam, Mania Rinper, Louth, Lincoln July 14 et & Seagate, Louth 
| Lape, NaTHAN, aes Sussex July 1 Cockburn, Bright 
| Lisrer, ANN, A ddiogham, Yorks July 30 Younge & Co, 8 ffield 
| Marne... Many Ayn, Barrow in Furness Dec 31 Peatloth paite & Son, Barrow in 


ness 
Nezpuay, Joun, Sheffield, Silversmith July 24 Collins & Cook, ee rd 
| PaLMER, Joun, Oakley Place Farm, nr Windsor Aug 20 Last & , Windsor 
| PowELL, Frances Hanzziet, Brighton July18 Crawley & Co, Pomme st, 8t Jamss's 
Price, Witu1am Jonny, Beckenham pl park Aug 2) Janson & Co, College hill 
Makr.ey, Curistopses, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham Ju'y 15 Wilfo'd & Son, 
Sunderland 
Maartiy, Frances Partrivce, Clapham July 15 Chadwick, Stockwell pk rd 
MarrHews. Wi.tLiam, Weymouth, Rate Collector July9 Druitt & Druitt, Christchurch 
Motoney, Sanau Any. Waliasey, Chester July 31 Field & Co, Liverpool 
MonteiTH, Roser, Liverpool, Provision Dealer July 1 Clarke, Liverpool 
Moors, Joun, Costa st, Peckham July 19 Freemao, Eastcheap 
| MUNSTER, . Bt Hon Witiiam Grorcs Earl of, Brighton July 4 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fle 
Ruruerrorp, Danitpa Morgrison, Southport July 27 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
ausere, AnnE Mania, Droylsden, Lancs July 27 Booth & Wilkinson, Ashton under 
yne 
Sitverwoop, CugistopHER Epwix, Wombwell, nr Barasley July 5 Hoey, Barnsley 
Surra, Joun Atrrep, Leicester July 31 Owston & Vo. Leicester 
Sroxeman, Bensamin, Devonport, Carpenter July 1 Graves, Plymouth 
Symons, GEORGE Green, Victoria st, Westminster, Dealer in Oriental Carpets August 17 
Barker & Son, Uld Broad s 
WAtkpEn, Mary, Glossop, Derby July 10 Hervey & Co, Hyde 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 18, 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


Bessineton, Evita Ayniz. ——. Lancs, Cycle Dealer 
Salford Pet June 14 Ord Junel 

BuiakE, Epwin Tuomas, Fishponds, Bristol Bristol Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 

Casiz, Frank Hawkes, ag Lancs, Builder Old- 
ham Pet MayS Ord June 1 

Curnpert, ALBERT GeoORGE, | Hants, Draper 
Portemouth Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Davis, Wii11AM, Llandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet June 
13 Ord June 13 

Ewen, James AtrreD, Gt Crosby, Lancs, Ladies’ Outfitter 

y a — 15 pa June 15 2 

RANCIS GAR Howert, venny, Mon, Butcher 

Tredegar Pet June 13. Ord June 18 

Fay, Everitt, & Co, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord June 14 

oo“ Tuomas Puituir, Switdon, Piumber Swindon 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

= GEORGE a, Hanley, Decorator Hanley 
Pet June3 Ord June 1 

Hesr, Freperic« Wnisax, Stockton on Tees Stockton 
on Tees PetJunel2 Ord June 12 

Hotioway, Sipvey, Stourbridge, oe Accountant 
stourbridge Ord Jane 12 

Hoot, Susanna, Koose, Barrow in Furness, Licensed 
Victualier Barrow in Furness Pet June 15 Ord 
June 16 

Hunrropgs, Janz, and Huyrropes, Esruer, Rtged, 

Preston Pet Juo-15 Ora June 1 

Hurst, Sypyvey Rosrer, New sq, Lincola’s ian, Solsitor 8 

Olerk High Court Pet Junei4 Ord June 1 





Joseru, Hyam, New London st, + In, Solicitor High 
Court Pet May 28 Ord June 1 
Kerr, Saran Ann, Leonards on Sea, _ N Lodging house 
Keeper Hastings Pet Junel4 Ord June 
-, Wi..1aM, Salford,Grocer Salford Pet aes 15 Ord 
ane 15 
Mapris, + ane W, Sheffield Sheffield Pet April18 Ord 
une 1 
Marruews, Jons, Redruth, Cornwall, Mason Truro Pet 
Junel4 Ord June 14 
Nicno.son, Henry WHaA.uey, Ald-rshot Camp, So in 
HM Army Guildford Pet May zl Ord June 1 
Parker, SamvuE., ‘Lunstall, Staffs, Butcher - oh Pet 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Row.ey, Witt1amM Jorpan, Northampton, Manufacturing 
Contectioner Northampton Pet lier 11 Ord June ll 
Saywe.t, Joun, Shetfield, Carting Contractor Sneffield 
Pet June 13° Ord June 13 
Sgacer, Wituiam Artuur, Sheffield, Cutlery Manager 
Sheffield Pet Junei5 Ord June 15 
Simkin, James, Bolton, Cigar Merchant Bolton Pet June 
14 Ord June 14 
ee A Samvet Mosss, East Stonehouse, Furniture 
Dealer East Stonehouse Pet June15 Ord June 15 
Tomes, CHartes Wituram, Yeovil, Accountant Exever 
Pet Junelz Ord June 12 
Waker, Henry Joux, Wednesfield, Staffs, Schoolm aster 
Wolverhampton Pet June15 Ord Juae 15 
Waite, Exocu, Cambridge, Shoemaker Cambridge Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 
Worratu, Jouy, and Jonw Witiuram Yeats 





Years, 


Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agents Manchester Pet | 
Ord ~~ 14 | 


June 14 


RST MEETINGS. 
Banker, Hengy Bacto Sheffield, Insurance A 
Jane 25at1280 Off Reo, Figtree ln, "Sheffield 





ee y Jans, Liverpool, Boot Dealer June 26 at 29 
Off Res, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

BecxirTTt, Samven Tarts, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer 
June 26 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Berey, Wittiam GrorcE, Southampton, "Baddler Jane 25 
at 12,30 Off Rec. 172, High st, Southampton 

Bew.ey, Arraur Sraniey, Liverpool, Paint Merchant 
Jane 26at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Broapunouse, THomas, Wednesbury, Usheltele June 26 


at 3 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Carrer, Henry Carrer, St Leonards on Sea, Coal 
Merchant July 9 at 3 County Court Offices, 24, 


Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Cook James HeRsERr. Shepton eat. Builders June2% 
atl2 Off Rec, Baldwin st Bristo’ 

Cross, Harry, Tavistock, Devon, gudd’ ec June 26 abil 
6, Athenzeum ter, Piymouth 

CurupertT, ALbert Grorcs, Landport, Hants, Draper 
June 25 at3 Off Rec, Vambridge junc, High st, Ports: 
mou 

Epsmosps, WintuiAm Tuomas, eBirmingham, Confectioner 
Juae 23at12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

EnouisH. ALFRep, Brighton, Sailmaker June 27 at Of 
Rec. 4, Pavilion vies, Brighton 

Fenn, GILBERT, Preston, he Farmer July 3 at 12.30 
Oouaty Court et Lg = 

Firts, Agraur, Casi Yorks, Painter June 26 at ll 
18) 6, Boad ica wivakodend 

Fry. eae & Co, Laurence Pountnay hill, 
Juae 27 at 2.30 Bsukruotey bidgs, Carey st 


Cannon st 


| Grauam, Joun, Southport, Pawabroker June 28 at3 Off 


Kec 84, Fisher st, Carlisle 
HAMBLIN, CaaRies, Warminster, Wilts, Coal Merchant 
Juae 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, +“? st, Brissol 
HaBeizs, Ott Boo Westgate cia ‘00, Grocer June 26 
12,80 fe chmbes, Newport, Mon 
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er, Feanx, Little Britain, Hotel Manager July 11 at 
11.15 County court bldgs, Cheltenham 

jucos, Coances Tuomas, Huntingdon, Saddler July 5 at 
11.45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

fesz, Rovert, Soe, Furniture Dealer June 26 at 










- 80 Off.Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Rs, THOMAS pm. at ayy mage In, Oilman 
Fon 26 at 11 tcy bldgs Carey 






foxes, Davin, Bridgend Siam, Haulier Fly 5 at 10.15 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

lgarz, Rosert Grorce Leva, Stockton on Tees, 
Insurance aos June 26 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

farTHews, Joun. Redruth, Cornwall, Mason June 27 at 
12 Off Bec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Parrinson, Ropest Wittiam, East Kirkby, Grocer June 
25 at 12 Off Rec. 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

fuynTER, Witu1am, Bognor, Sussex June 27 at12 Bank- 
roptcy bidgs, st 

Pearson, Hersert, Matlock Bridge, Derbys, Hay Dealer 

June 29 at11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Peczenrk. AnTaur, South Audley et Fans 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Puuirs, DayizL, vistock eq, aan Agent July 
$at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

fauiirs, Benvamin, Builth Wells, Meron Coal Mer- 
chant June 26at11 1, High st, Newtown 

fucer. Louis, Hove, Sussex. Dentist June 27 at 830 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

farce, Seprimv 8, Brighton, Accountant June 25 at 12 

Ree, 4 — an Brighton 

fou, ARTHUR, ye Baker June 25 at 
8 135, High st, rthyr Ty 

luusey. Jonn, London rd, Hoyaslow, Dairyman June 25 
at12 Off Bee, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

ip, WitToy THOMAS, Endersleigh ter, Duke’s rd, Actor 
July lat il Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

pats, Axoysivs, Liverpool, Merchant’sCierk June 23 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

berry, Joun, Bexhill on Bea, "Draper July 9 So 230 

County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hasti 

furteT?t, Peter Epw ~~ Southport, ‘Auctioneers 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

fuxin, James, Bolt, Cigar Merchant June 28 at 8 
Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

fspaL, Ma oem 4H, Copthall av June28at230 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

fowzs, CuArtes Witt1am, Yeovil, Accountant July 4 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Fano, Lucy Hanriert, shiregreen, Ecclesfield, og ag 
Bteel Melter June 25 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

WeaTHERHEAD, Frev, Keighley, Yorks, Corn Miller 
June 25at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Wurtz, Jouy Epwarp, Bethnal Green rd, Corn Merchant 
June 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Yurrznovusr, James Ewyocn, Kinver, staffs, Licensed 

aller June 25at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, 


Vict 
upon 
nufacturer of Artificial Teeth June 25 at 11 
Off f feo, Trinit House in, Hull 
Wuxmson, Joux. Durham, Joiner June 26 at 3 
off Rec, 8, Albert tra) Middlesborough 
Wivs.apeE, ‘Epwix Jostix, Greenwich, Tailor’s Manager 
June 26 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Wucut & Co, ham June 26 at ve 174, 
Corporation st, Birming: 
Wucut, Tuomas Epwarp, Hockham, Norfolk, Desler 
June 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


drrertury, Joun Hampson, Southsea, Hants, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet May 15 ‘Ord June 15 
INGTON, Epith Anniz, U 1 Lanes, Cycle Dealer 
Salford Pet Junei4 Ord June 
Baer, mem 28 Plymouth, Plumber Plymouth Pet May 4 
9 Tuonas, Welnubery, Upholsterer Walsall 
Pet JuneS Ord June 1 
Cuartes Epw iin Deasitio, am. Fish- 
monger Luton Pet June 12 Ord J 
ay Eicuarp, Holborn, Licensed Victualler’ High Court 
dg aan Sengat Brickla Canter- 
Boner, Hexry Wit11am, e, Bricklayer Can 
bury Pet May 16 Ord June 14 
Cupwert, W Barmouth, Merioneth Aberystwith 
Pet ap 4 Ord June 15 
ooh WARD GrorGE, Wandsworth, Grocer Wands- 
Pet May 30 May 30 
Coa, Henry os ell Uxbridge, Corn Factor Windsor 
Pet May 2 Ord June 18 
me » Draper 












































june 27 























ley 
ees, Abrave a yr Srrucr, Kingston 


Comzrt, AtpERT GrorcE, Land 
Portamouth Pet June 12 Ord June 1 

Davies, WILLIAM, udno, Butcher Saree Pet June 
13 Ord June 1 
wps, WittiamM Tuomas, Birmingham, Confectioner 

ham Pet May 23 Ord June 12 
Kyat, by Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer West 
Pet May 30 Ord June 13 
Evey, Tames Atrrep, Liverpool, Ladies’ Outfitter 
ol Pet June 15 Ord Ju June 15 
Tex, Gitpert, Preston nr bp yy Salop, Farmer 
Pet June 10 “Ord June | 
Tuxcis, Evcar Howe, Aber, evenny, Mon, Butcher 
ar Pet June13 Ord 

Comex, THomas PHILIP, Brrindon, Plumber Swindon 

June 14 Ord June 

“ode EO, Burton - ay St. Pancras, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet May 13 Ord June 7 

Hanus, Bexyamix, Newport, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon 

Juse3 Ord June 16 
Rup, Sa napenicx WILLIAM, etten on Tees Stockton on 
Pet June12 Ord June12 

RH Roose, Barrow in Furness, Licensed Vio- 
tualler Barrow in Furness Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Hoymopxs, JanE, and Estazr Huntropzs, 

on Pet June 15 bag tg, 


Joms, Bexzst ATHOL as, ee 
Builder Brentford Pet May 22 7a Od June 1a” peed 











Kens, ay * Ayn, 8t Leonards on Sea, Lodging house 
keener Hastings Pet June 14 Ord Juve 14 

Levy, + lly Gt Prescot at Whitechapel, T flor High 
Court Pet June5 Ord Juve 14 

Locxwoop, A.rrep Boninsoy. Ne rbiton, Surrey Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April 26 Ord June 13 

Marruews. Jou, ath, Cornwall, ‘Mason Truro Pet 
June J4 Ord June 14 

Mavor, Atrrep Exseyezer, Whitehall High Court 
Pet Oct 25 Pet gy ® 12. 

MeEeEkins, ALGERNON n, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet hear 2 Juve 14 

Parker, Samvet, Tunstall, Staffs, Butcher Hanley Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 

Parrixsoy, Ropert Witiam, East Kirkby, Notts, Grocer 
Nottingham May 23 Ord June 14 

Rezp, Tomas, Endsleigh ter, Duke’s rd, Actor High 
Court PetJune8 Ord June 15 

Roszerts, Avoysius, Live Merchant’s Clerk Liver- 

R J Boxhi = Db: Hasti Pet 

UTTY, JOHN, raper ngs 

May Ord June 14 

pay Jouy, Sheffield, gue Contractor Sheffield 

6 —— 13 Ord June 18 tel, out 

EAGER, Wittiam Arruur, Sheffi ery Manager 

Sheffield Pet June 15 Ord J 

Setts, ARTHUR WELLESLEY, Oakhill x Putney, Surrey, 
a High Court Pet April 3 Ord 

une 1 


Simkin, James, Bolton. Cigar Merchant Bolton Pet 
June 14 Ord June 14 

Sieson,. Samvet Mosss, East Stonehouse, Furniture Dealer 
Plymouth Pet June15 Ord June 16 

Tomes, Cuantes Wit.iam, Yeovil. Somerset, Accountant 
Exeter PetJune12 Ord June 12 

Tonxs, Joan, Portsmouth Portsmouth Pet May 9 Ord 


June 12 
Warne, Isaac, Willenhall, =, Lock Manufacturer 
Wolverhampton Pet May 22 Ord June 14 


Waker, Henry ng Wednesfield, Staffs, Schoolmaster 
Wolverhampton Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Waits, Enocu, Cambridge, Shoemaker Cambridge Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Worratt, Jony, and Jonw Wittiam Yeats Yeats, 
Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agent Manchester Pet 
June l4 O:d June 14 
Amanteh pe notice substituted for = published in 

the London Gazette of May 10: 

Hupsarp, ALEXANDER Ropert, Shona, gammy, Butcher 

Wandsworth Pet Aprilil Ord May 6 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 21: 


FLemina, Reet, Balham Wandsworth Pet April 17 
Ord May 


Amended onl substituted for that puitited in the 
London Gazette of June 


Learz, Rosert Grorce Lexa, 
Insurance Agent kton on 
June 3 


vont til 
Tees Pet June 8 | 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auten, Freperick Wi.11am, Sy Hotel Keeper 
Hereford Pet Junei7 Ord J 

Bennett, Henry Strempriver, Yeovl,. ieenoat, Butcher 
Yeovil Pet June 17 Ord June 1 

Boorn, Artuur, Brentcliffe, np ba Blacksmith 
Dewsb' Pet June 17 * Ord Jun 

Bourton, Davip Henay, Lydiard Mitlicent, Wilts, Beer- 
house Keeper 8 on Pet JuneS Ord June 19 

Bremner, p> Swansea, Hosier Swansea Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 

Brivesrs, H vr The Great Central Hotel, Marylebone, 
Lieut in High Court Pet May 13° Ord June 18 

Brook, hone Bow in, Grove rd, Mile — Bow, Builder 

Co Pet June 18 Ord June 

BucHanay, Ropest, South Side, Meee aby Common High 
Court Pet Oct8 Ord June 18 

Crark, Toomas, Redruth, Cornwall, General Smith Truro 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Coox, Hrerpert ny oy) ponents rd High Court 

Pet May 10 Ord June 1 

Davies, Davip Morcan, Decettteen, Mon, Colliery 
Agent New, ,Mon Pet Junei8 Ord June 18 

EArock, JAMES, ARLES HeNRy Eatocks, Samve, Wricut 

Eatock, and Tuomas Winwarp Eatock, Wi ugh- 

= & Lancs, Grocers Bolton Pet June 11 rd 


—"* | ‘Tasrnn, Swindon, Farmer Swindon Pet June 
19 une 
ae +r Norwich, Fruit Grower Norwich Pet 
June 8 Ord ‘Tune 18 

Frirron, Joun James, guate, Clogger Burnley Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 


Forrester, Joux, Co Burslem, Staffs, Grocer 
Hanley Pet June 18 _ 
Geruin, Joszrn, Penrhi lam, Engine Driver 


Ba hg 

Pontypridd Pet June 18 Ord } amen 18 
Hatt, Epwin James, and Hues Joun Hatt, East Ferry 

Millwall, Oil Merchants h Court’ Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 
et es Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet June 18 Ord 
June 1 
Haswanny mye Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet June 


une 1 

Jzrrrey, James Puitiips, WinJaton, Durham, Grocer 
Ord June 17 
Refreshment 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 17 
JELMONI, CHARLES, Southampton, 
Pet June17 Ord June 17 
Jonnson, Tuomas Joszpu, Birming Licensed Vic- 
Birmingham Pet June 19 Ord 


st, 


MoKar, Grorce Vickers, Halifax, Baker Halifax Pet 
Juoe i? Ord June t7 

Minaury, Atrrep. Hyde Chester, Grocer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Junel7 Ord June 17 

Nixon, Sruart Ervest, East Patuey, + no Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet June1s Ord June 18 

Perruer, U, and — eee Inverness ter, Bayswater 

Court Gantt Wich Denier Ord June 19 
Cardiff 


Bammie Roomnt, Card! Pet June 18 

Picxrorp, Josern. Gt Sante, Music Dealer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 19 O.d June 19 

Powett, WittiaM. Eardisland + Labourer Leo- 


minster Juve 19 Crd June 

Paice, Emma Patrrey, Sanenl, , Radnor, 
Lodging House Keeper Newton Pet Juce 19 Ord 
June 1 

pf Jonx, Pete: Risca, Mon, Beer 
Retailer Newport, Mon Pet Junelv Ord June 19 

Ripeway, BaLtpwin LLEWELLYN, : <I Mechanic 
Macclesfield Pet June 18 Ord June 

Rorr, THomas Henry, North End. 

High Court Pet June17 Ord June 

Roycz, Henry. jun, Gt Clacton, 1 
Col Pet June17 O d June 17 

Snape. A.rrep, Brighouse, Yorks Halifax Pet June 17 
Or 


June 17 

Tuomas, ALFRED, Oswestry, Sette, Photographer 
Wrexham Pet June19 Ord June 

Txomas, Oavip, Aburthin, nr Acouien, Glam, Farmer 
Cardiff PetJuse8 Ord June 18 

Witurams, Joseru Joun Hanzis, Hayle, Cornwall, Fancy 
Dealer Truro PetJunei? Ord-June 17 

Wits, Wasa, Saeen, Brakesman Bangor 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Bridg- 


Witsoy, Josern, Bridgwater. Somerset, Farmer 
water Pet June7 Ord June 19 
Amended notice substituted for that published ia 
the London Gazette of May 3: 


Wanrrxa, Tomas, Earlestown, Lancs, Plumber Warrington 
Pet April z3 Ord April 29 


Amended notices substituted for those pub ished in 
the London Gazatte of June 14: 


Kertuey, Ropert, < yy! Essex, Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet June ill Ord June 11 
Fiera, ARTaur, ppt Yorks, Painter Wak«field 


Pet May 81 Ord June 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bessinaton, Epirs Annis, Urmston, Lancs, aed Dealer 
Juoce 28 at 230 Off Kec, Byrom ’ st, 

CALDWELL, iy M, Barmouth, eth Juy ~4 ‘at 12 30 
Town Aberystwith 

quae WIntiam, and Arruur CaRBINGTON, Eageten, 
a > ol June 29 at 113) Uff Reo, 6, Pety 


a Tinease, Marylebone rd July 2 at 230 
Coots Shsetor bidgs, Carey st 

Eant, Harry Epwin Joszrx, Bedworth, gente 
Traveller June 28 at12 17, Hertford st, Co ventry 

Earock, James, Cuarces Henry "Batok Sauvet Waicut 
Eatock,and THomas Winwarp Eatoox, Westhoughton, 
Lanes, Grocers July 1 at 3 Off Rec, Exchange st, 


Bolton 
Bowanne, Sasete, Chelmsford, Coal Dealer July 8 at 12 
Shirehall, Chelmsford 


Fraxois, Epaar Howe, betes Mon, Butcher 
June 28 at 3 135, st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Froumin, Bayer, To! $ July lat 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria ictoria st, Liverpool 


Groner, Witt1AM Gzorce, Kington, Machinist 
July 1at10 4, Corn sq. Leowioster 
es T, Wimbledon, Builder July 1 at 11.30 


24, v7 9p, Los London Bri 
Herrts. —_— * Butcher July 2 at12 Off Reo 
Bank chabra, =n st, Oldham 


Horst, Sypyry Rovert, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, la 
Clerk July 2 at 12 Lome mya bidgs, Carey st 

Kerr, Saran Ann, on Sea, Lodging house 
Somer ¢ Ad County Court Office, 24, Cam- 

McKay, Gzorce VIcKERs, ag Stee June 28 at 2 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs 

Moncreirre, Ronap, be tony July 2at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy b! Carey st 

Moorzs, Josern, Yiewsley, Baker Julylat3 95, Temple 

rs, Temple av 

Owen, Witiiam, Wi , Engineer June 23 at 12 24, 

Row ey, Winer Jorpan, Northampton, Manufacturing 
Confectioner June 29 at 12 Off "Ree, bridge st, 
Northampton 

Roycs, Henry, fm, OS Clacton, Farmer June 28 at 11 
Cups Hotel, Vol 

Suarr, ALFRED, ay Yorks June 28 at 2.30 Off 

Townhall chmbrs, Aalifax 
Taytor, Witt1am WentwortH, Manchester, Yarn Agent 
st, Manchester 


June 28 at 3 "1" 
Tzomas, Davip, Abu Cowbridge, Giam, Farmer 


thin, or 
28 at 12.80 117, St viny st, Cardiff 


June 28 
Waitt, Wuearer, Halifax, Oil Merchant June 28 at 3 
uff Ree, Towohall chmbrs, 
Wiis, Joszen Jonny Hargis, Ha Cornwal!, Fancy 
Dealer yg 7 48 gt wen st, ; ro 
uae 28 


Witsox a co 
ati i typ, High 


ports enh 
Faepericxk WIt114M, ya Hotel Keeper 
eo Pet June 17 Ord June 


Hesnzy Sremprive a Sones Tien, Butcher 
Bexveovll. Pet Jane i? Ord June 1?” 


Boose, ae = . York, Blecksmith Dewsbury Pet 


June 19 'une17 Ord June 17 
Se | oe Ue Schoolmistress Guildford | Borp, Danrz1, mple, Strand High Court Pet 





LorWwENsSTELN, Quesn Victoria 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord June 19 
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Baten, Joszru Epwin, Grove rd, Mile End, Bow, Builder 
Bigh Court Pet June 18 Ord June 18 
Ovark. Tuomas, Redruth, Cornwall, General £ Emith Truro 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Davies, Davin Morcan, Mynyddyslwyn. Mon, Colliery 
Agent Newport, Mon Pet Juneis Ord Juae 19 
Distzy, Cartes Henerze Strood. Kent; Plumber 
Rocherter Pet June4 Od June 17 
Epmonps. Jasper, Swindon, Farmer Swindon Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 
Fuuis. Bexsamiy, Norwich, Fruit Grower Norwich Pet 
June8 Ord June 19 
Firtu, ARTHUR, Lo poy Yorks, Painter Wakefield 
et May 31 Ord June 1 
Firtox, Joun James, Sorular, Lancs, Clogger Burnley 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Forrester. Jorn, Burslem, Staffs, Grocer Hanley Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 
Getuix, Josreu. Penrhiweeiber, Glam, pe Driver 
Pentyprdd Pet June 18 Ord June 1 
Goprrer. H T, ~ineen Builder Kingston, Surrey 
Pet May 21 Ord Juve 1 
Harton, Wictram, Bristol, Meher Bristol Pet June 18 
Ora’ June 19 
Haywakrp, Atrrep, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet June 
19 Od June 19 
Heim. Frank Cowrap, Waterloo Hotel, Jermyn st, 
_— Agent High Court Pet ‘May 2 Ord 
une 1 
Houiesone. Barorp Trexca, Southsea, Hants Ports- 
mouth PetJune4 Ord June 15 
Jerress, Tuomas Payne, Lower ee. a Colour- 
man High Court Pet June1 Ord June ll 
Jerrrey, James Purtiirs, Winlaton Durham, 
eweasticon Tyne Pet June 17 Ord J June t 
Jetmon1, Cuasies, Southampton, pwd med House 
Keeper Southampton Pet Junej7 Ord June 17 
Kine, Many, Ongar, Eesex. oolmistrees Guildford 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Krexk Wriiam. Salford, Lanes, Grocer Ealford Pet 
Junel165 Ord June 19 
McBay, Grorce Vicars, Halifax, Baker Halifax Pet 
Junej7 Ord June 17 
Mipetey, Atrrep, Hyde. Chester, Grocer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet June17 Ord Jane Ww 
Nixon, Stuart Exnest, East Putney, + ene Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet Junels Ord June J 
Paitiies. Bexsamin, Pendre, Ruilth Wells, Brecon, Coal 
Merchant Newtown Pet June10 Ord June 17 
Purrrs, Rovert, Cardiff, Fish Dealer Cardiff Pet June 
18 June 18 
Pickrorp, Josrru, Gt Grimsby, Music Dealer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Tower, Wit1tam, Eardisland, Hereford, Labourer Leo- 
minster Pet June19 Ord June 19 
Ripeway, Batpwix Lizewettynx, Macclesfield, Meckanic 
Shine Vgemar Mews rime Bel h 
orr, Tuomas Herry er Court 
Pet June 17 Ord June Hig 
Romany, R I, Lombard - Metallurgist High Court Pet 
Vec12 Ord June 1 
Row ey, Wit1iam Seaiiea Northampton, Manufacturing 
Confectioner Northam ton Pet ¢ May Ord June 15 
Royce Hewry, j @t Clacton Essex, Farmer Col- 
chester Pet oe Ord June 17 
one. A.reep, Brighouse Halitax Pet June 17 Ord 
une 17 
Tomas, ALYRED, Oswestry, Salop, Photographer Wrex- 
pam PetJunel9 Ord June 19 . 
Vicaks, Tomas, Norfolk st, Strand, Engineer High 
Court Pet Apri! 30 Ord June 18 
Witctianu, Josern Joun Harris, Hayle, Cornwall, General 
Foncy Dealer Truro Pet Junel7 Ord June 17 
Wituiams, Wiitiam, Carnarvon, esman 
June 19 Ord June 19 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED alg RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED 


Tuorxr, Tuomas Brezty Hoventon desorbed in 
Receiving Order as Bezty Houcuton THorse), 
Brook st High Court Rec Ord Aug 31, 
Bept 21,1899 Resc and Annul June 18 


Grocer 


Bangor 


° the 
pper 
1899 ‘per 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, June 25, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bargtiett, Freperick Wit1t1am, Mitcham, Florist 
Croydon Pet June 18 O:d June 18 
Cuayxce, Joun_ Rosert Crayrox, Altenburg gdns, 
Lavender hill Wandsworth Pet May2i Ord June20 
Dixox, braraim, Featherstone, be Cycle Agent 
aketield Pet June 20 Ord June 2 
Evaxs, Jonn Epwarp, Holyhead, - tal Bangor Pet 
June 21 Ord June 21 
Evens, Mary, Christchurch, Grocer Poole Pet June 21 
Ord June 21 
Goopwitt, Wiitiam Foster Sutton on ee Yorks, 
Farmer York Pet June19 Ord June 1 
Grove, Atrrep, Kidde:minster, Butcher Kidderminster 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
yee Winsford, Grocer Crewe Pet June 22 


un 

Guy, Gzonce Grant, Cardiff, Tug Boat Agent Cardiff Pet 
une 20 Ord June 20 

Haxcock, Peter Lizweiix, Habio, Pembroke, Ship- 
builder Pembroke Dock Pet May 80 Ord June 18 

Harpy. Wi1114m Raw Nook, — Moor, Traveller Biad- 
furd Pet June 22 O:d June 

Haze. Atrnep, Old Kent rd, Tabacco Dealer High Court 
Pet May25 Ord June 21 

Jetmont, Fortunato; Southampton, Refreshment house 
Keeper Southampton Pet June 22 Urd June 22 

Keir Jasizr James, Hoe st, Walthamstow, Auctioneer 
High«ourt Pet June20 Ord June 20 

Lexxox, Witt1am Bzxyet, Belmoral rd, Willesden Green. 
i= Boats ‘Iraveller High Court "Pet June21 Ord 


Sieur ees Henry, Southzort, Upholsterer Liverpool 
Pet June 22 Ord June 2: “ 





Miptayz, Apert, Newport, I of W, Ironmonger 
Newport t June 21 Ord June 21 

Mupp, Arruur Epwiy, a suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet June2i Ord Jun 

Peacock. Jouy, Welbu'y, "Yorks, Joiner Northallerton 
Pet June 20 Ord Juce 20 

Picrox, Pexcivat Pryce. Ramsgate, Boarding 
Keeper High Court Pet May i Ord June 19 

Pripcock @ Hamiuron, ere rd, Ola; High Court 
Pet May 29 Ord June 19 

Ropserts, WiL114M, Portway, Burghill, ey Licensed 
Victualier Hereford Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Rose. Davip Srixcrarr, Handforth, Cheshire, Licensed 
Vi Stockport Pet June 31 Ord June 2t 

frumons, RicHarp ALFRED, ~~ Licensed Victua 
Bristol Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Simpson, Frepgricx Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon 
Hull Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Sxinner. James. Stanningley, Leeds Leeds Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 

Spratiy, Wiiiiam James, Bridge rd. Hammersmith High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord June 20 

Syson, Frayx, and James Seymour Curincu, Liverpool, 
Outfitters Livernool Pet June 2i Ord June 21 

Trotman, AnTHuR Wi..1am, North Nibley, nr Dursley, 
ba Coachbuilder Gloucester Pet June 21 Ord 
ure 21 

vee Rooyen Lewy & Co, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 

y 156 Ord June 20 

wien Jour, Rawdon, Yorks Leeds Pet June 21 
Ord June 2i 

Warp, Atrrep, New Brompton, Wheelwright Rochester 
Pet June 2t Ord June 21 

Weaver. Nicnotson Josern, Birchia In, Company 
Promo’ High Court Pet May 7 Ord June 20 

Wuecrtoy, Gzorcz Bares. Malton, Yorks. Surgeon’s 
Book Keeper Scarborough Pet June 19 O:d June 19 

Witxes, Ex, te yee oy Haulier Wolverhampton 
Pet June 20 Ord June 2 


Amended notice substituted for that "Teece in the 
London Gazette of May 24 


Peaa, Jonny, Birmingham, ~~ eed Dealer Birmingham 
Pet April 16 Ord May 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Ross, James, Liverpool, Medical  * aeeaae Liverpool 
Rec Ord June 1, 1900 Resc June 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asu. Maser Patience GerTrvpe, me Grocer 
July 8at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingh 

BENneTr?, Bsr ry STemenivcE, Yeovil, a July 2 at 

1230 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

BLAKE, one Tuomas, Fishvonds, Bristol July 3 at 
1130 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Booru, ARTHUR, Morley, Yorks, Blacksmith July 2 at 11 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Brinars HM Covtson, Gt Central Hotel, Marylebone, 
ae HM Navy Faty 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


st 

Brook, , Ae Epwin, Grove rd, Mile met, Bow, Builder 
July 2at 12 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey at 

BveripGe, CHARLES Epwarp, Dunstable, Beds, Fruiterer 
July 3at12 Off Bridge st, Northampton 

Cuark, Toomas, East End, Redruth, Cornwall, Sree 
Bmith July 2at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Trur 

Ercazs, Lancerot  Witiiam, Nottingham. Clothi-r 
July 2ati2 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

GETHIN, JOSEPH, Penrhiweeiber, Engine Driver 
July 2 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Goopwitt, Wri11am Foster, Sutton on Forest, Yorks, 
Farmer Juiy3at12.16 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Guy. Gzorcs Grant, Cardiff, Tug Boat ‘agent Jaly 4 at 


House 


11 117, 3t. Mary st, ardiff 

Hawstock, Gzorce Rensuaw, Hanley, Doseenten July 3 
at 3.30 Off Rec, New e under Lyme 

Harrox, Wituram Bristol, Baker July 8 at 11.45 Off 

ec, Baldwin st. Bristol 

Ben 3 Freperick Wi11.1aM, Stockton ma Tees July 10 at3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middiesborough 

Horne, Henry Grorce. eg Plater July 
8 at 12 174, Corporation st. 

JEFFREY, JAMES PHILLIPS, Winlaton, Durham, Grocer 
July 2 at 11.80 Off Rec, 39, age st, Newcastle on 

ne 
Jetvont, CxuaRies, Southampton, ent houre 
— July 5at 3 Off Rec, ve a st, South- 

amp’ 

JosErH, Br Am, New London st, Mark In, Solicitor July 3 
at2.30 Bankru' bldgs, ‘Carey st 

Ker.ey, ~e ham, Essex, Farmer July 3 at 3 
Shirehal) Chelmst 

Lock woop ALFRED Rosinson, Norbiton, Samy Jaly 2 at 
11,80 24, Railway ®PP. London Bridg 

Luypy, ALBERT James, Gt Grimsby, Watchmaker July 2 
atll Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

MipGiey, ALFRED, Hyde, Grocer aly 8 at 2.80 
Off Ree, Byrom st, Mi 

Owen, Freperick, Birmingham, Fruiterer July 3 at 12 
174. Corporation st, Birming 

Parker Samorzt, Tunstall, _— Butcher July 3 at 3 
Off Rec, Newcastle under 

— Jouy, Birmingham, Tailor July 4 at 12 174, 


Corporation st, Birmingham 
Puipps, RoBERt, Cardiff, Fish Dealer July 2 at12 117, 
St Mary st, Cardiff 


Poox,. Cuapies Oxiver, Greenwich, Solicitor July 3 at 
1130 24, Railway app, London Brid 
Prick, Emma Patrrey, Bryncoed, yader, Radnor, 
odging House Keeper July 15 at i 1 High st, 
R way 7 M Clydesdale mansions, Talbot 
‘oBrxsox, BicHaRp Mortox, a ns, 
“3 » Mi uly 4 at 8 Bankruptcy 
dgs, 


Carey st 
SEINNER, JAMEs, Gtonainaioy, Leeds July 2 at 11 Off 


Wa.mstey, Jony, "Dewten, Yorks July 3atil Off Re 
22, Park row, Leeds 











West, ging Joux, Sens: Co Grecer July Sat 12. 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 

Wasnees, *Jouy, Bismingtam, Ce Clerk July 8 at u 1 
Corporation s 


Wiseman, Warton Birmingham, Timber Merchant 
July 4at11 174, Corporation ¢t, Birmingham 

Woops, Arrsur ulingeee. Fish Salesman J aly 4ati1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barttett, Freperick Witi1am, Mitcham, Florist 
Croydon Pet June 18 4 June 18 
Coomss, James, Grenard rd, ~~ apa Butcher High 
D pag nh H. . Sune Verte 
IXON, PHRAIM, theratone, “ ~y Cycle Agent 
akefield PetJune 20 Ord Jun 
Emsroucn, Apranam, Leices Tceaaien Pet June 8 
Ord Jane 17 
Evans, Joun Epwarp, Holyhead, Grocer Bangor Pg 
June 21 Ora J June 21 
Peeeneath, Hants, Grocer Poole Pet 
Ord June 2 
GoovwiLL, WitiiaM ce Sutton on Forest, Yorks, 
Farmer York Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Grove, Aureep, Kiddermiaster, Butcher Kidderminster 
e podiang yy Ord Jane20 > - 
UILBEBT, WALTER, Ryde, [ o1 rinter ewport 
Ryde Pet May 25 Ord June 17 7 
Guxx, ALEXanpEx, Winsford, Grocer Crewe Pet Junegg 
G Me oe 4 Cardiff, Tug B 
uy, Gzorce Grant, oat Agent Cardiff 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 . 
Hanley 


Hanstocx, Gronce Renssaw, Hanley, Decorator 
et June3 Ord Jane W 
Harpy, Wii.14m, Raw Nook, Low weer, Yorks, Treveller 
Bradford Pet June 22 Ori June x 
cman Fortunato, Southampton, "Retreshment Q 
e* Southampton Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Kaur, -~ James, Walthamstow, Auctioneer 
Court Pet June 20 Ord June 20 . 
Leynox, Witt1am Bennett, Willesden Green, Commereiqh 
Traveller High Cours Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
MircuEtt, H 8, Romford rd, Essex, Draper High 
- Pet =—s Orda — 19 - Brighton, 
(OLYNEUX, Ernest - ew Cheshire, 
- — Canning T ‘et March ae Orda fa 
‘ONDSHEIN, URIOE, ‘own, Grocer ‘bh Court 
Pet May 9 Ord June 19 ” 
Nicnotson, Henry Mase a b Ones in HM 
Army Guildford Pet Ma: Ord June 22 
Parkes, JOHN, Birmingam, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Mav 30 Ord June 21 
Peacock, Joun, Weibury, R ee Joiner Northallerton 
P. vt June Geieban te Pianoforte Dealer Birmingham 
GG, JouN, B = i 
Pet April1é Ord June 
Roserts, WIM, + Burghill, Hereford, 
Lice Victualler Hereford Pet June 19 Ord June 
19 
Ross, Davip Si1nctarr, Hanéforth, Cheshire, 
Victualier Stock; Pet June 21 Ord June 2 
Simmons. Ricnarp Atrrep, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet June 21 Ord June ‘1 
Simpson. Frepesick, Kiogston upon Hull Kingston upon 
Hull PtJune21 Ord June 21 
SxivveEs. James, Stanningley, Leeds Leeds Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 
Swirt, Joun Oaxpen. Liverpool, Solicitor High Cours 
Pet July 20 Ord Jane 20 
ToRrktncToN. ABYER, Herne bape Financial Agent High 
court Pet Jan5 Ord 7 
Tnomeay, ArtTaur WI..1am, ps. | Nibley, near Dare, 
: ae eee Gioucester Pet June 21 
uve 21 
‘Wa.mscey, Jouy, Rawdon, Yorks Leeds Pet June @ 
urd June 21 
Warp, Atrrep, New Brompton, Kent, Wheelwright 


Rochester Pet June2i Ord June 21 

Wuetrrox, Gsorcz Bares, Malton, Yorke, Sargeon’s 
Bookkeeper Scarborough Pet June i9 Ord June 19 

Witxes, Exi, Wolverhamton, Haulier Wolv 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Wison, Joseru, Bridgwater, Somerset, Farmer Bridg- 
water PetJune7 Ord June 20 

Amended notice substituted for that in the 
London Gazette of June 14: 

E,rv, Hasry Epwix Joszrn, Bedworth, Warwicks, 
‘Traveller Coventry PetJuns12 Ord June 12 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Apoumete Samvug., awe Sussex Brights 

Adjud Sept 4, 1900 Annoul June 

me gg Liverpool, Medical Practitioner Liverpool 

adjud June 1, 1900 Annul June 2 


Betts, 
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